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ABSTRACT
EFFECT OF PARENTING, EMOTIONAL INTELLIGENCE, HOSTILE 
ATTRIBUTIONAL BIAS, AND PEER STATUS ON PROBLEM BEHAVIOR
By
Donna M. Perkins 
University of New Hampshire, December, 2003
Early experiences tend to influence internalizing and externalizing 
behavior. Children experiencing harsh, noncontingent discipline often understand 
relationships as unpredictable and filled with conflict. They take this 
understanding into interactions with other children, behave aggressively, and are 
rejected by peers, reaffirming their hostile view and increasing the likelihood of 
aggression.
Social rejection has also been found to be associated with internalizing 
behavior, with rejected boys being higher internalizers than rejected girls. 
Because boys’ relationships are more of group form and girls more of dyadic 
form, whether reciprocated friendships moderate group rejection was examined.
Aggressive and depressive children tend to attribute hostile intent in 
negative situations, with depressives feeling assertive behavior would result in 
negative outcomes, and aggressives feeling the opposite. Therefore, locus of 
control was examined. Because children with hostile attributional bias have 
emotional difficulty, emotional intelligence was also examined.
x
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Although harsh, noncontingent discipline has been associated with 
aggression, examined here was whether corporal punishment in the absence of 
more severe punishment increases aggression. Emotional intelligence of 
children experiencing harsh discipline was also examined, as was whether 
emotional intelligence mediates the effect of parenting on problem behavior.
Sixth-grade students (N = 252) in New Hampshire were tested. Peer 
rejection, but not friendship, was associated with internalizing. Friended females 
scored lower in externalizing than nonfriended females and friended males. 
Children with internal locus of control were less aggressive and depressed.
Emotional intelligence was negatively associated with hostile attributional 
bias, and uniquely predictived externalizing, but not internalizing scores.
Parental warmth was not predictive of emotional intelligence over and above 
parental control. Although no difference in emotional intelligence was found 
between authoritative and authoritarian parenting, differences were found 
between both and neglectful parenting. Children experiencing less parental 
control had external locus of control and higher internalizing scores. External 
locus of control was associated with internalizing scores.
Corporal punishment uniquely predicted externalizing scores but harsh 
discipline was not associated with emotional intelligence.
Structural equation modeling indicated that emotional intelligence 
mediated the effect of parenting quality on problem behavior. Reciprocated 
friendships did not moderate the effect of peer rejection on problem behavior.
xi
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CHAPTER I 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
It appears that individual differences in aggressive behavior are stable 
across situations and from childhood to adulthood. In a longitudinal study of 600 
children followed from 8 to 30 years of age, Eron (1987) found that 8 year olds 
who were rated as aggressive by peers also saw themselves as being 
aggressive, were more likely to rate others as aggressive, and, overall, saw the 
world as an aggressive place. Furthermore, children who were more aggressive 
at age 8 were also more aggressive at age 18 and, at 30 years of age, were 
three times as likely to have a police record and to have displayed violence 
toward their spouse and harsh punishment toward their children. In this last 
finding we have a clue about how aggressive behavior might be learned by 
children.
Parenting and Behavior Problems
Deater-Deckard, Dodge, Bates, and Petit (1998) identified four categories 
of risk factors for the development of behavior problems, including aggression, in 
childhood-. One of the categories is parenting. Children who experience violence 
between parents, harsh discipline or physical abuse are more likely to behave 
aggressively than are children who do not experience these things. The 
implication here is that children learn to behave aggressively by watching their 
parents behave aggressively. The story, however, is not quite that simple. Other 
factors also contribute to aggressive behavior. For example, three other 
categories identified by Deater-Deckard et al. are within-child characteristics
1
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
such as temperament, gender, and medical problems; socio-cultural 
characteristics including poverty, family structure, social isolation; and peer 
experiences, such as instability in peer relationships and social rejection by 
peers.
It is certainly possible that there is a core characteristic that ties these risk 
factors together, emerging from some and contributing to others. That core 
characteristic is hostile attributional bias (Dodge & Crick, 1990). Individuals with 
hostile attributional bias are inaccurate readers of social cues. More specifically, 
such individuals are likely to read hostility into neutral or ambiguous verbal or 
body language and respond aggressively (Dodge, Price, Bachorowski, & 
Newman, 1990). According to Brown (1995, as cited in Burks, Dodge, Price, and 
Laird, 1999), information from past social experiences is stored in memory as 
social knowledge structures. When social cues are encountered which are 
ambiguous, complex, or unfamiliar, these knowledge structures are activated and 
used to fill in missing information. Ultimately, this activation of stored knowledge 
structures influences behavior. The more ambiguous the situation, the more the 
individual must rely on prior knowledge structures to make sense of social 
situations (Burks, Dodge, Price, & Laird, 1999). To illustrate, consider an eight- 
year-old boy who, upon being brushed on the shoulder by a peer, immediately 
reacts aggressively, directing his clenched fist toward the peer. The reality of the 
situation may be fairly benign. The peer may have walked by the boy in a tightly 
packed classroom and accidentally touched the other boy. However, a boy with 
hostile attributional bias interprets the situation inaccurately and responds
2
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
inappropriately. Certain characteristics of the child (e.g., difficult temperament) 
combined with an insensitive, noncontingent parenting style may contribute to the 
development of hostile attributional bias and that bias may contribute to 
difficulties in peer relationships to the extent that social rejection occurs. Under 
these circumstances, the individual with a hostile attributional bias would wind up 
in a self-perpetuating cycle with little opportunity to learn more positive social 
interaction skills.
Researchers and theorists concerned with the childhood origins of good 
adult socio-emotional functioning see the parent (or other caregiver)-infant 
relationship as fundamental. Bowlby (1953) and his followers, for example, have 
suggested that through the parent-infant relationship, children form a type of 
social knowledge structure referred to as “internal working models” or views of 
the way people interact with each other. These are called “working” models 
because they can change as the child experiences different sorts of 
relationships. However, the behavior of parents is likely to be paramount in the 
development of these working models because parents are a constant in 
children’s lives and their behavior tends to be fairly consistent (Baumrind, 1989). 
Thus, if parents respond to a child in a physically or psychologically abusive way, 
and noncontingently, the child is likely to develop an understanding of 
relationships as being unpredictable and filled with conflict and dominance 
(Burks, Laird, Dodge, Pettit, & Bates, 1999) and the child will take this 
understanding into the playground and his or her interactions with other children. 
As a result of this rather negative understanding of relationships, the child often
3
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behaves aggressively toward others, causing him or her to be rejected by his or 
her peer group. A seif-perpetuating cycle is established where peer rejection, in 
turn, reaffirms the child’s view of the world as a hostile place and increases the 
likelihood that s/he will behave aggressively in future social encounters.
Peer Rejection and Behavior Problems
Early social rejection by same-age peers has been found in many studies 
to have adverse effects on children that are not limited to externalizing behavioral 
problems. For example, Schwartz, McFadyen-Ketchum, Dodge, Pettit, and 
Bates (1998) found that early victimization such as bullying by a peer group is an 
important predictor of behavioral maladjustment, such as externalizing behaviors 
(aggression), attention disregulation, and immature/dependent behavior. 
However, they also found a weak relation between victimization and depression, 
low self-esteem, and other forms of internalizing behavior problems as reported 
by parents. In an earlier study Burks, Dodge, and Price (1995) found an even 
stronger association between peer rejection and self-reported internalizing 
behavior problems such as loneliness, anxiety, and withdrawal, with rejected 
boys having higher internalizing scores than rejected girls. Caution should be 
used when considering this last finding. Internalizing and externalizing scores on 
the Child Behavior Checklist tend to be highly correlated (r = .43 to .63) 
(McConaughy, S. H., & Skiba, R. J., 1993) and measuring the effect of any 
predictor variable on either externalizing or internalizing behavior alone, may not 
give a complete and accurate picture. It should also be noted that Schwartz, et 
a!., measured internalizing behavior by parent report, whereas, Burks, et al. used
4
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self-report measures of internalizing behavior. In a sample of depressed and 
nondepressed mothers, nondepressed mothers were less accurate at reporting 
both internalizing and externalizing behaviors in their children (Conrad & 
Hammen, 1989). Therefore, when measuring externalizing and internalizing 
behaviors, it is important to consider the data source. Both self report, parent 
report, and third party report (i.e. teacher report) should be considered.
Peer Rejection and Friendedness
Based on the emergence of gender differences in the effect of peer 
rejection on self-reported internalizing problems, with boys reporting higher 
internalizing scores than girls, Burks, Dodge, and Price (1995) reasoned that 
because boys’ peer relationships tend to be more group oriented, it is possible 
that group rejection has more of an effect on boys' internalizing behavior than on 
girls’ because girls tend to develop more dyadic peer relationships. Having one 
reciprocated friendship may possibly buffer the effect of group rejection for girls. 
Support for this may be found in Bagwell, Newcomb, and Bukowski (1998), who 
found that friendship status was associated with depressive symptomatology in 
adulthood.
Further, peer rejected but friended children may be rejected by the larger 
peer group but, because of their one reciprocated friendship, may not view the 
world as a hostile place. In fact, Hirsch and DuBois (1992) found dyadic 
friendships characterized by high levels of companionship, support, security, and 
intimacy positively related to self-esteem and negatively related to delinquency, 
hostility, school problems, and psychiatric symptomatology. Further support for
5
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the possible role of friendship status can be gleaned from Bagwell, Newcomb, 
and Bukowski (1998) who found that being accepted by the larger peer group 
and being friended each contribute uniquely to adult outcomes such as 
psychopathology and self worth.
Moreover, Schwartz, Dodge, Pettit and Bates (2000) investigated the 
moderating effect of a dyadic friendship in the developmental pathway from 
negative early home environment to peer victimization. They found that children 
who experienced harsh (i.e. punitive, stressful, and potentially violent) home 
environment were more likely to be targets for victimization by peers. More 
importantly, however, was the finding that the effect of home environment on 
peer victimization was moderated by the number of reciprocated friendships.
The association between early harsh treatment in the home and peer 
victimization was higher for children with a low number of reciprocated 
friendships than for those with more reciprocated friendships. Looking only at the 
main effect of harsh early home experience and later peer victimization failed to 
tell the complete story.
As stated earlier, social rejection by same-age peers has been found in 
many studies to have adverse effects on internalizing and externalizing behavior 
problems in children. Again, the story may not be that simple. Because 
friendship status seems to attenuate the effects of negative early home 
environment on peer victimization, it may be possible that having a dyadic 
relationship with a peer will also attenuate the effect of group rejection on the 
formation of externalizing and internalizing behavior. For this reason, the role of
6
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peer rejection in the formation of externalizing and internalizing behavior will be 
examined, taking into consideration the possible moderating effect of having a 
dyadic relationship with a peer. Specifically, it is hypothesized that peer rejected 
but "friended" children (those with a dyadic friendship) will be lower in 
internalizing problems, such as depression, and externalizing problems, such as 
aggression, than peer rejected and "nonfriended” children, and that friendship 
status may have a differential effect for males and females. Further it is 
hypothesized that reciprocated dyadic friendships will moderate the effect of peer 
rejection on the formation of internalizing and externalizing behavior problems. 
Internalizing and Externalizing Behaviors
What differentiates the developmental trajectory (aggression vs. 
depression) for children who experience harsh, noncontingent parental care and 
subsequent peer rejection? Findings are not consistent on this issue. For 
example, according to Dodge (1993), both aggressive and depressed children 
demonstrate attributional bias. Aggressive children, on the one hand, tended to 
be biased toward interpreting hostile intent of others, resulting in reactive 
aggression. Depressed children, on the other hand, tended to attribute negative 
events to their own failure or deficits. Consistent with Dodge (1993), Quiggle, 
Garber, Panak, and Dodge (1992) found that depressive children tend to attribute 
negative events in terms of the learned helplessness model of Abramson, 
Seligman, and Teasdale (1978), which posits that depressed individuals attribute 
the causes of negative events to their own internal, global, and stable traits. 
Inconsistent with Dodge, however, was the additional finding that both reactive
7
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aggressive children and depressive children tend to attribute hostile intent in 
negative situations, suggesting possibly a similar etiology. Further support for 
this can be found in Akiskal and McKinney (1975) who found that children 
scoring high on self-report measures of depression outscored their peers on 
measures of outward directed hostility.
Where Quiggle, et al. (1992) found depressives and aggressives to differ 
were in their evaluation of potential behavioral responses. Depressed children 
were more likely to feel that assertive behavior would result in more negative and 
less positive outcomes, whereas, reactive aggressive children were more likely to 
feel that assertive behavior would result in more positive and less negative 
outcomes, suggesting the possibility that the difference lies in the individual’s 
feelings of self efficacy. Perry, Perry and Rasmussen (1986) found aggressive 
children to be more confident in their ability to use aggressive responses than 
depressive children. Garber, Quiggle, Panak, and Dodge (1991), also found that 
depressed children report less efficacy for engaging in assertive behavior than do 
nondepressed children. They, therefore, reasoned that an assertive response 
was simply not viable for depressed children. In addition, depressed children 
evaluated the degree to which they have control over a desired outcome. Those 
with external locus of control (those believing they lack control over their own 
desired outcomes) tend to develop feelings of incompetence, hopelessness, and 
depression. (Gerber & Hillsman, in press; cited in Dodge, 1993). Perhaps locus 
of control would also differentiate between aggressive and depressive children.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Therefore, it is hypothesized that aggressive children will score higher in internal 
iocus of control than depressive children.
A second dimension in which depressive and aggressive children have 
been found to differ was in their reported affective responses to negative events. 
Depressed children reported more anger and sadness than did aggressive 
children. Quiggle, et al. (1992) suggest possible explanations for this finding. 
First, they recognize the possibility that aggressive children may not actually 
experience anger more than other children. They may actually experience the 
same level of anger, but may not have learned appropriate ways of behaviorally 
managing this anger. Second, Quggle, et al. suggest that it may be difficult for 
aggressive children to label their feeling accurately. That is, they may 
experience arousal normally associated with anger, but not have the ability to 
label it as such. Therefore, the emotional development of aggressive and 
depressive children should be considered.
Emotional Development and Hostile Attributional Bias
Developmental psychologists have some understanding of the emotional 
development of children with hostile attributional bias. Children with hostile 
attributional bias are less likely to regulate emotions or access and generate 
emotions. Also, their biased interpretation of neutral or ambiguous social cues 
extends to the emotional state of others. For example, children with hostile 
attributional bias appear to be unable to attend to facial cues of others, and have 
difficulty perceiving and understanding emotion, thus displaying an inability to 
access important information about others’ emotional state (Dodge, Pettit,
9
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McClasky, & Brown, 1986). in the illustration earlier, had the brushed-on-the- 
shoulder boy been able to accurately read the facial cues of his peer, he may 
have been able to see that the peer was not hostile. He may have even detected 
an apologetic or even concerned look on the peer’s face. Further, failure to 
adequately evaluate a response before enactment can be considered a problem 
with either impulse control, delay of gratification, or over-emotionality (Dodge, 
1993). When considered collectively, these findings suggest the possible role of 
a more global characteristic -  emotional intelligence -  on the formation of hostile 
attributional bias.
Mayer and Salovey (1997) define emotional intelligence as the ability: a) 
to perceive emotions, b) to access, generate, and use emotions so as to assist 
thought, c) to understand emotions and emotional knowledge, and d) to regulate 
emotions so as to promote emotional and intellectual growth.
The concept of emotional intelligence as put forth by Mayer and Salovey 
(1997) is relatively new with little more than a decade of research behind it. It 
has, however, been established as a strong candidate for consideration as a true 
intelligence, in the sense that it correlates sufficiently with verbal intelligence so 
as to be considered an intelligence, yet has sufficient discriminate validity so as 
not to be the same as general intelligence (r = 36, p < .001) (Mayer, Caruso, & 
Salovey, 1999). Further, it has been found to correlate with empathy (r=  .33, p < 
.001) (Mayer, DiPaolo, & Salovey, 1990; Mayer & Geher, 1996; Salovey &
Mayer, 1990); and parental warmth (r=  .23, p < .01. In addition, Mayer, Perkins, 
Salovey, and Caruso (2001) found adolescents with higher emotional intelligence
10
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
better able to organize emotional material about peer relationships, compared to 
those lower in emotional intelligence; those with higher emotional intelligence 
portrayed emotional situations more accurately and included more of the subtle 
and sometimes conflicting feelings of others in their description of social 
situations. Further, Lamanna (2001), found emotional intelligence and internal 
locus of control to be protective factors for major depression and that emotional 
intelligence was positively correlated with internal locus of control and negatively 
correlated with external locus of control. These studies are among the first to 
provide evidence of the predictive value of emotional intelligence.
Based on previous findings regarding the emotional development of 
children with hostile attributional bias and the work of Mayer and Salovey, it is 
hypothesized that children with hostile attributional bias will score lower than 
children without hostile attributional bias on measures of emotional intelligence.
It is further hypothesized that emotional intelligence will be predictive of 
aggression and depression over and above hostile attributional bias. It is 
possible that these children are unable to accurately perceive and appropriately 
regulate emotions in social encounters, understand their own and other’s 
emotions, and access and generate socially appropriate emotions. Further, it is 
hypothesized that depressive children will score higher on measures of emotional 
intelligence than will aggressive children.
Parenting and Emotional Intelligence
According to Baumrind (1996). the probability of either prosocial or 
antisocial childhood behavior depends on the reinforcing responses of parents.
11
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In early childhood, consistent contingent reinforcement promotes children’s 
sense of security and belief that the world is a safe place. School-age children 
who have experienced reciprocal maintenance of expectations by parents and 
other social partners also come to recognize social relationships as being stable.
Baumrind identifies four major categories of parenting -  authoritative, 
authoritarian, permissive, and rejecting or unengaged -  which she differentiates 
along two dimensions -  warmth and control. The authoritative parent is high in 
both warmth and control. The authoritarian parent is low in warmth, though high 
in control. The permissive parent is high in warmth but low in control and the 
rejecting parent is low in both warmth and control. According to Baumrind, 
important aspects of a warm and responsive (responsiveness stems from 
Bowlby’s (1969) concept of the mutual shaping of infant and caregiver behavior 
to achieve synchrony) parent-child relationship are the emotional expression of 
love by the parent toward the child; the reciprocity or attunement in parent-child 
interactions; and the clear communication between parent and child, but in a 
manner so as not to undermine parental authority. The second dimension that 
differentiates parenting style -  control -  includes direct confrontation in firm, yet 
noncoercive ways; monitoring in organized, consistent ways with clear 
guidelines; and contingent discipline using positive and negative reinforcers 
consistently.
Past research has given insight into the developmental outcomes for 
children who experience different levels of warmth and control. With regards to 
the warmth dimension, Greenberg, Speltz, and DeKlyen (1993) found that
12
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emotional neglect and the lack of parental responsiveness resulted in 
externalizing behaviors. Lack of warmth displayed by persistent parental 
disapproval or negative affect has been associated with defiance and hostile 
aggression in children (Grusec & Lytton, 1988). With regards to communication, 
Zahn-Waxler, Radke-Yarrow, & King (1979) found that friendly discourse 
between parent and child regarding feelings positively influences later prosocial 
behavior. Dunn, Brown, and Beardsall (1991) further found friendly discourse 
between parent and child to be associated with the child’s ability to recognize 
emotions.
As to the dimension of control, Paterson (1986) found that close 
monitoring by parents deters antisocial behavior for boys. Snyder and Patterson 
(1995) found noncontingent approval or disapproval related to defiance in 
children. Noncontingent parenting may, therefore, lead children to view the 
environment as being unresponsive to their behavior and a feeling that they lack 
agency or the ability to effect their own outcome (Baumrind, 1996). It may be 
possible, therefore, that variability in the two dimensions of parenting style -  
warmth and control -  may influence additional developmental outcomes not yet 
examined. It is hypothesized that children who experience high parental warmth 
and moderate control will be higher in emotional intelligence than children who 
do not experience high parental warmth and control. It is further hypothesized 
that children who experience low control will score higher on measures of 
internalizing behavior and that this effect will be mediated by an external locus of 
control.
13
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Harsh Discipline and Behavior Problems
There is a good deal of evidence to suggest that harsh punishment is 
associated with both internalizing and externalizing behavior also (Gunnoe, & 
Mariner, 1997a; Keiley, Howe, Dodge, Bates, & Pettit, 2001; Manly, Kim, 
Rogosch, & Ciccchetti, 2001; Strassberg, Dodge, Petit, & Bates, 1994; Straus, 
Sugarman, & Giles-Sims, 1997). From the social learning perspective, the idea 
is that children learn to behave aggressively by watching their parents behave 
aggressively. As described above, from the social information processing 
perspective, children learn that social interactions are filled with dominance and 
hostility. They then take that expectation into other social situations and respond 
aggressively (Burks, et al., 1999). Therefore, in addition to the more global 
parenting styles described earlier, a more specific parenting behavior, discipline 
style, was also examined.
Harsh discipline can be defined as severe physical assault such as 
shaking, pushing down, or kicking a child. In addition, harsh discipline can 
include less severe behaviors that may be categorized as corporal punishment, 
such as spanking, slapping on the hand, arm, or leg (Straus, Hamby, Finkelhor, 
Moore, & Runyan, 1995). Strassberg, et al. (1994) found an increase in physical 
attacks by children who experienced both physical abuse and corporal 
punishment, compared to those not experiencing either physical abuse or 
corporal punishment. Those experiencing physical abuse were four times as 
likely to attack other children than those experiencing corporal punishment and 
those experiencing corporal punishment were twice as likely to attack other
14
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children then those not experiencing corporal punishment. Based on Strassberg, 
et al. (1994), Straus (2001) concluded that the effect of corporal punishment on 
children’s increased aggression is parallel to that of physical abuse, except that 
the magnitude of the effect is less. It is unclear, however, whether corporal 
punishment was examined as a unique predictor of aggression. Because it is 
likely that parents who abuse their children (e.g., kick, punch, or push down) also 
engage in behavior that is considered corporal punishment (e.g., spanking, 
slapping on arm), if is unclear whether corporal punishment in the absence of 
severe physical assault increases the likelihood that children will behave 
aggressively. Thus, corporal punishment in the absence of severe physical 
assault will be examined. It is hypothesized that corporal punishment will predict 
externalizing behaviors, such as aggression, when controlling for severe physical 
assault.
Harsh Discipline and Emotional Intelligence
Little is known about whether harsh discipline affects emotional 
intelligence. It is certainly possible that children who experience harsh discipline 
have less opportunity to learn about emotions than children who do not 
experience harsh discipline. Consider, for example the following hypothetical 
scenario. Five-year-old Johnny begins to cry loudly because his sister grabbed 
his new toy away from him. Johnny’s mother storms into the playroom and tells 
Johnny to shut up! When Johnny continues to cry even louder, she grabs him by 
the arm, puts him over her knee, and begins to spank him has hard as she can. 
Now consider, an alternative scenario. When Johnny begins to cry loudly, his
15
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mother enters the playroom hugs him and says, “your crying sweetie, what's 
wrong?” As Johnny tries to explain through his wails, his mother says “I can’t 
understand what you’re saying when you are crying so loudly, try to calm down 
and tell me what happened, maybe I can help”. It is easy to see that the child in 
the first scenario has little opportunity to learn about the emotions that are 
present in the situation. In fact, his display of emotion is quickly stifled.
However, the child in the second scenario may be learning to recognize his 
emotion when asked to explain why he is crying, to perhaps understand that 
crying is an indication of being hurt and that because he is hurt he is angry and 
perhaps sad. By asking the child to calm down so that the mother can help, 
Johnny may be learning to regulate his emotions and to perhaps use those 
emotions to problem solve in a rational way. Because it seems possible that 
discipline style could influence emotional intelligence, the emotional intelligence 
of children who experience harsh discipline will, therefore, be examined. 
Specifically, it is hypothesized that children who experience harsh discipline will 
be lower in emotional intelligence than children who do not experience harsh 
discipline. Further, it is expected that emotional intelligence will mediate the 
effect of overall parenting quality (i.e. warmth, control, and discipline) on 
externalizing behavior.
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Two hundred and fifty two sixth-grade students in southern-central New 
Hampshire were recruited. The participants ranged in age from 11.1 years to 
13.1 years with a mean age of 11.8 years, 88 of whom were female and 129 of 
whom were male. Due to New Hampshire demographics the sample was 
predominantly European American (69.2 percent) with a very small proportion of 
representation from minority groups, 2.3 percent African American, .9 percent 
Asian American, 2.3 percent Native American, and .5 percent Hispanic. With 
regard to religion, 39.6 percent were Catholic, 1.8 percent were Jewish, 4.1 
percent were Protestant, and 3.7 percent Greek Orthodox. The modal education 
levels of parents were bimodal with most mothers having a high school diploma 
(15.7 percent) or college degree (14.4 percent) and most fathers having a high 
school diploma (13.4 percent) or college degree (14.4 percent). Teachers in the 
sixth-grade classrooms from which students were recruited also participated in 
the study.
Measures
Hostile Attributional Bias. Two instruments were used to assess the 
hostility of children’s knowledge structures -  The Sentence Completion Task and 
The Assessment of Schema Typicality (Burks, Laird, Dodge, Pettit, and Bates, 
1999). In the Sentence Completion Task, the students were asked to complete 
14 sentences that represent four important social domains for children -  mother,
17
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father, peers, and authority figures. Sample stems are a) “My mother. . . b)
“My fa ther. . .  c) “If a group of kids were going to have a party, but they could 
invite only a small number of other kids, they would probably . . .  and d)
“School principals are . . .  A single score was calculated based on the 
proportion of hostile responses relative to the total number of responses given 
(Alpha = .44). Interrater reliability for judgment of hostile versus nonhostile 
response was .82.
The Assessment of Schema Typicality, which is a paired-comparison 
forced choice measure that assesses tendencies to describe parents, teachers, 
and peers in hostile versus non-hostile terms, was also administered to all 
participating children, thus providing a second measure of hostile attributional 
bias (Burks, Laird, Dodge, Pettit, and Bates, 1999; adapted from Medin &
Shoben, 1988, and Barett, Abdi, Murphy, & Gallagaher, 1993). A sample item on 
this assessment is “Of these two items, which is more typical of the kids in your 
school? Friendly or Mean?” Three series of nine pairs of items, representing 
three social domains -  parents, peers, and teachers -  were presented, which 
result in three separate scores for each of the domains. The three scores were 
standardized arid then averaged to obtain a single schema typicality score (Alpha 
= .80).
Externalizing and Internalizing Behavior. Externalizing (i.e. aggression) 
and internalizing (i.e. depression) behavior problems were assessed using the 
112-item Youth Self-Report version of the CBCL/4-18 (CBCL-YSR), which was 
completed by the participants (Achenbach, 1991). Scores on the CBCL-YSR
18
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result in eight narrow-band syndromes, some internalizing (i.e. 
anxious/depressed, withdrawn/depressed, and somatic complaints) and some 
externalizing (i.e. attention problems, rule-breaking behavior, and aggressive 
behavior) by summing the items that belong to each syndrome. The two higher 
order broad-band syndromes -  internalizing and externalizing -  were also 
calculated (Alpha = .91 for internalizing and Alpha = .92 for externalizing).
Externalizing behavior was also assessed using peer nominated and 
teacher nominated sociometric measures. The participating school was set up 
so that four to five classrooms were part of a cluster. During the course of a 
school day, students moved to different classrooms with a different mix of 
children from their particular cluster. Students rarely, if ever, moved outside of . 
their cluster. Therefore, students and teachers were provided with a list of 
classmates in their cluster and sociometric ratings of aggressive behavior was 
assessed by asking them to name up to three children who start fights with 
others, following the paradigm used by Coie, Dodge, and Coppotelli (1982). To 
account for between cluster variation in number of students, frequency of 
nominations for each child was standardized within each cluster (Alpha = .82). 
Children were also administered the Asher Loneliness Scale (Alpha = .79) 
(Asher, Hymel, & Renshaw, 1984).
Peer Rejection and Friendedness. In addition, rejection was measured 
using sociometric ratings of liking and disliking. Following Deater-Dechard, 
Dodge, Bates, & Pettit (1998), frequencies of the liked-most and liked-least 
nominations for each child was also standardized within clusters to account for
19
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between duster variation in number of students completing sociometric 
measures. A standardized social preference score was calculated by first 
summing the “like” and “dislike” nominations and then subtracting the total 
“dislike” nominations from the total “like" nominations to arrive at a social 
preference score or degree of acceptance or rejection by peers. Negative 
standardized scores, which were the result of few "liked" nominations and many 
"disliked" nominations, indicate peer rejection and positive standardized scores, 
which were the result of many “liked” and few “disliked" nominations indicated 
peer acceptance.
Sociometric rating was also used to assess friendship status. Children 
were asked to nominate their three best friends. Each child was considered 
friended if his or her friendship choice was reciprocated. A nomination in any of 
the sociometric instruments for a child for whom consent was not received was 
disregarded. In instances where students were asked to nominate more than 
one peer, the first consenting peer to be nominated was taken as data.
Emotional Intelligence. Emotional intelligence was assessed using the 
Multifactor Emotional Intelligence Scale -  Adolescent (MEIS) (Mayer, Caruso, & 
Salovey, 1999). The MEIS-A is designed to measure emotional intelligence as 
defined by Mayer and Salovey (1997) and has good internal consistency (Alpha 
= .87). The ability to perceive emotion was measured by the degree to which 
participants can identify emotions in faces, abstract designs, and stories. In the 
stories subtest, a series of brief stories was presented to the participants who 
were then asked to gauge the emotional experiences of the characters in the
20
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stories by rating seven emotions on a five-point scale (1 = definitely not to 5 = 
definitely present).
The ability to access, generate, and use emotions so as to assist thought 
is measured by the degree to which participants can assimilate emotions into 
perceptual and cognitive process (Mayer, Caruso, & Salovey, 1999). The 
subtests include synesthesia, which measures the ability to describe emotional 
sensations and their parallels to other sensory modalities; and feeling biases, 
which measures the ability to assimilate present mood into judgment of feelings 
toward a fictional person. This subscale was not used because of the age of the 
participants. The tasks that assess this branch of emotional intelligence require 
the ability to consider abstract concepts and thus were considered too difficult for 
this age group.
The ability to understand emotions and emotional knowledge has four 
subtests. They include Blends, in which participants are asked to analyze 
complex emotions (emotions that are comprised of two or more simple emotions, 
e.g., optimism is a combination of pleasure and anticipation); Progressions, 
which measures understanding of how emotional reactions intensify overtime 
(e.g., anger can intensify to rage); Transitions, measures understanding of how 
emotions follow one another (e.g., if a person is afraid and later is calm, what are 
the likely ways a person would feel in between); and Relativity, in which 
participants are asked to estimate the relative feeling of two characters in a 
fictional story. To measure understanding emotions, the participants were given 
the Blends and Relativity subscales.
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The ability to regulate or manage emotions so as to promote emotional 
and intellectual growth is measured by giving the participants short vignettes 
describing an emotional problem and possible solutions. The participant is asked 
to rate on a Likert scale (1 = extremely ineffective to 5 = extremely effective) how 
effective they believe the solution to be. Three vignettes were given to assess 
the ability to manage other's or one’s own feelings.
The consensus scoring approach was used here. For example, if a 
selected response was the one that two thirds (67%) of the standardization 
sample selected, the participant received a score of .67 for her/his answer. If, 
however, the response was selected by only one third (33%) of the 
standardization sample, the participant received a score of .33 for her/his answer 
(Mayer, Perkins, Salovey, & Caruso, 2001).
Locus of Control. Students were given the 40-item Locus of Control Scale 
developed by Nowicki & Strickland (1973). High scores indicated external locus 
of control. The items referred to interpersonal and motivational areas such as 
affiliation, achievement, and dependency (Alpha = .76).
Parenting Style. To test for the possible effect of parenting style on locus 
of control and emotional intelligence two measures were given to students, the 
Parental Warmth and Involvement Scale and the Parental Strictness and 
Supervision Scale (Lamborn, Mounts, Steinberg, & Dornbush, 1991). A sample 
item on the 10-item Parental Warmth and Involvement Scale (Alpha = .67) is “I 
can count on [them] to help me out if I have some kind of problem.” and 
measured the extent to which students perceived their parents as loving,
22
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responsive, and involved. A sample item on the 9-item Parental Strictness and 
Supervision Scale (Alpha = .79) is “How much do your parents try to know where 
you go at night?” and measured children’s perceptions of monitoring and limiting 
setting by their parents. Several of the items in both scales were in a true/false 
format and others were three-point Likert-scaled. Following Lamborn, et al. 
(1991), participants were categorized by first dichotomizing the sample into upper 
and lower scores on each of the two dimension (i.e. warmth/involvement and 
strictness/supervision). Participants were then categorized as experiencing 
either authoritative parenting (upper half on both warmth/involvement and 
strictness/supervision); authoritarian parenting (lower half on warmth/involvement 
and upper half on strictness/supervision); permissive or indulgent parenting 
(upper half on warmth/involvement and lower half on strictness/supervision); and 
neglectful parenting (lower half on warmth/involvement and 
strictness/supervision).
Harsh Discipline. Participants were asked to complete a shorter version of 
the Parent Child Conflict Tactic Scale (CTSPC) (Straus, et al., 1995). The CTS 
consists of five subscales. The first subscale included items that depict 
nonviolent discipline (e.g., Mother/Father put me in “time out” or sent me to my 
room); the second subscale included items that depict psychological aggression 
(e.g., Mother/Father called me dumb or lazy or some other name like that); the 
third subscale included items that depict minor physical assault or corporal 
punishment (e.g., Mother/Father slapped me on the hand, arm, or leg); the fourth 
subscale included items that depict severe physical assault (e.g., Mother/Father
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threw me or knocked me down). The fifth subscale which includes items that 
depicted very severe physical assault (e.g., Mother/Father threatened me with a 
knife or gun) was omitted.
The alpha coefficients for the four subscales of the CTSPC are .61 for 
Nonviolent Discipline, .75 for Psychological Aggression, .78 for Corporal 
Punishment, and .77 for Severe Physical Assault.
Procedure
Letters were sent to superintendents of several New Hampshire and 
Maine area schools in which they were apprised of the nature of this study and in 
which they were asked to allow their school to participate. Follow up contact was 
made one week later by telephone. A school in the southern-central area of New 
Hampshire agreed to participate. Letters were sent home with all students in 
classrooms in which the teacher had agreed to participate informing parents that 
a study was to be conducted beginning on a certain date. They were asked to 
return an attached passive consent form prior to the scheduled start date only if 
they did not want their child to participate.
Participants whose parents had given passive consent and who 
themselves agree to participate were administered the above measures in half- 
hour sessions on four consecutive days. All data were collected within a three- 
month period. The collection of data took place in the students’ regular 
classroom during the last period of the day, which is usually considered a period 
during which students are expected to work on assigned home work. Three 
classrooms were visited on each data collection day, one by the primary
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investigator and two by trained research assistants. Only students participating 
in this study were present in each classroom during data collection times. 
Students were seated with at least one empty seat separating any two 
participants. Standard statements were read in each classroom prior to 
commencement of data collection reminding the students that the data were 
being collected anonymously and confidentially. They were told that there were 
no right or wrong answers but that the researchers were interested in what they 
thought about certain things. Students worked quietly and independently on all 
measures. Due to the fact that on Fridays, the last period is considered a “free 
period” within which students are allowed to socialize, data were collected on 
Mondays through Thursdays only. Data collection ceased one week prior to 
winter break because it was believed that the excitement level of the students 
may compromise the data.
During the first data collection session, students were administered the 
MEIS-A (Mayer, et al., 1997). During the second session, they were given the 
demographic questionnaire, Assessment of Schema Typicality (Burks, et al., 
1999); Parental Warmth and Involvement Scale and the Parental Strictness and 
Supervision Scale (Lamborn, et al. 1991); and the Asher Loneliness Scale 
(Asher, et al. 1984), in that order. During the third session, they were given the 
Youth Self Report (Achenbach, 1991) and the sociometric measures (Coie, et al., 
1982), in that order. Finally, in the fourth session students were given the 
Conflict Tactic Scale (Straus, 1995); the Sentence Completion Task (Burks, et 
al., 1999); and the Locus of Control Scale (Nowicki, et al. 1973), in that order.
25
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Teachers were also provided with a list of students in their duster and 
asked to complete the sociometric measures.
26
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CHAPTER III 
ANALYSIS
Upon examination of the data, it was determined that several variables 
contained outliers. The winsorizing procedure was used to reduce the relative 
influence of these outliers.1 Table 1 gives the descriptive statistics for each 
measure used.
Table 1
Sample Size, Mean, and Standard Deviation for Variables
Variable N M SD
Locus of Control 168 1.39 0.12
Loneliness 211 87.30 13.02
Sentence Completion 175 0.20 0.16
Schema Typicality 208 5.04 0.58
Anxiety/Depression 175 4.17 4.09
Withdrawal/Depression 181 3.12 2.60
Somatic Complaints 189 4.05 3.70
Internalizing Behavior 165 10.86 8.74
Aggression 178 6.37 6.05
Rule Breaking 177 3.24 3.91
Externalizing Behavior 166 9.18 8.91
Emotion Perception 244 22.32 0.06
Emotion Understanding 242 8.75 0.08
Emotion Regulation 234 2.64 0.03
Emotional Intelligence 234 0.92 0.13
Parental Warmth 216 0.89 0.08
1 For variables that were skewed and for variables with outliers, 
logarithmic transformations were attempted in order to transform the data to a 
more normal distribution and to reduce the relative influence of the outliers. This 
was abandoned due to the fact that the transformations sometimes resulted in 
skewness in the opposite direction. In addition, logarithmic transformations were 
not possible on some variables in which the scale of the scores were small. 
Since, it was not possible to consistently and uniformly use a logarithmic 
transformation for all variables for which the transformations may have been 
useful, an alternative procedure, the winsorizing procedure, was adopted to 
reduce the relative influence of outliers.
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Table 1 (Continued)
Parental Control 213 0.86 0.11
Nonviolent Discipline 190 5.15 4.79
Corporal Punishment 190 0.66 1.47
Severe Physical Assault 188 0.23 0.69
Social Preference 251 0.06 3.04
Peer Status and Internalizing and Externalizing Behaviors (Hi_and H?)
Because the subscales of the CBCL-YSR (i.e. anxious/depression, 
withdrawal/depression, somatic complaints, aggression, and rule breaking 
behavior) were all highly intercorrelated and each was highly correlated with its 
respective broader band subscale (i.e. internalizing and externalizing), only the 
broader band subscales were used in the analyses. See Table 2 for zero-order 
correlations between social preference and internalizing and externalizing 
scores. Lower scores on the social preference measure indicate peer rejection. 
Social preference scores were significantly negatively correlated with all 
internalizing scores (depression, withdrawal, and somatic complaints) and with all 
externalizing scores (aggression and rule breaking scores).
To test whether peer rejected but “friended” children (those with a dyadic 
friendship) are lower in internalizing and externalizing problems, such as 
depression and aggression, than peer rejected and “nonfriended” children and to 
test whether friendship status has a differential effect for males and females, two 
three-way (social preference x friendship status x sex) analyses of variance were 
performed. Social preference scores (liked minus disliked sociometric 
nominations) were dichotomized such that negative scores reflect peer rejection 
(n = 65) and positive scores indicate no peer rejection (n = 90). Participants
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 . 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24
1. Schema Typicality - .426** .447** .348** .273** .243** -.168* .426** .271“ -.124 -.071 -.049 -.120 .396“ -.348** -.310“ .127 .139 .275** .292** .255** .223** -.205“ 010
2. Sentence Completion .465** .494** .398** .255“ -.137 .503“ .355“ -.246** -.146 -.169* -.253** .250" -.293** -.183* .099 .029 .237“ .304** .096 .046 -.143 070
3. Aggression - .771** .717** .554** -.135 .961“ .693** -.352" -.127 -.247“ -.320** .401“ -.321“ -.448“ .192* .259“ .513“ .380** .263** .209* -.201“ 044
4. Rule Breaking - .544“ .379“ -.068 .916“ .543“ -.296“ -.134 -.264** -.288“ .260** -.297** -.478" .152 .029 .455“ .240** .232** .070 -.161* 064
5. Anxious Depression - .701** -.188* .664** .922“ -.111 -.017 -.120 -.093 .360** -.223“ -.374“ .128 .124 .455** .235“ .214“ .199* -.215“ 066
6. Withdrawn Depression - -.331“ .456** 839** -.129 .029 -.032 -.090 .371“ -.214" -.334“ .020 .003 .280“ .173* .058 .010 -.348** 024
7. Loneliness - .105 - 253** .027 -.061 -.067 -.028 -.148 .187“ .021 .154* .216“ -.043 -.053 -.078 -.081 .424“ 144*
8. Externalizing Behavior - .644** -.330“ -.113 -.282** -.310“ .318" -.369“ -.461“ .183* .182* .500“ .365** .262“ .174* -.196* 038
9. Internalizing Behavior - -.082 -.002 -.135 -.075 .382“ -.240“ -.398“ .128 .140 .451“ .234“ .183* .121 -.350" 017
10. Perception - .468* .279“ .821“ .196* .139* .220** -.015 -.220“ -.072 -.067 -.161* -.054 .149* 009
11. .079Understanding - .221“ .858“ -.206** .080 .208** .080 -.137 .035 .006 -.044 -.059 .065 079
12. Regulation - .476** -.162* .120 .153* -.029 -.233** -.012 -.122 -.138 -.135 .000 011
13. Emotional Intelligence - .239“ .272“ -.218" .044 -.240** -.023 -.065 -.126 -.137 .122 051
14. Locus of Control - -.269** -.330" -.008 .304** .043 .280** .210“ .160* -.219" 116
15. Parental Warmth - .462** .096 -.185* .027 -.121 -.156* .175* .162* 034
16. Parental Control - -.045 -.368“ -.160* -.242“ -.164 -.156* .068 011
17. Nonviolent -  M - .409“ .656** .239** .194* .133 .070 079
18. Nonviolent -  F - .356** .484“ .170* .356“ .120 037
19, Corporal Punishment -  M - .422** .651“ .379“ -.006 016
20. Corporal Punishment -  F - ' .390** .554** -.132 030
21. Severe Physical Assault -  M - .487** -.034 004
22. Severe Physical Assault - F - -.201**- 037
23. Social Preference - 134*
24. Friendship Status
were considered friended if they received a reciprocated best friend nomination 
(n = 84) and not friended if they did not receive a reciprocated nomination (n = 
71). With regard to internalizing scores, only a significant main effect of peer 
rejection was found (F(1, 147) = 7.143, p < .01); rejected children had higher 
internalizing scores than nonrejected children (for friendship status F (1, 147) = 
.188, for sex F(1, 147) = .210, all interactions p > .14). As for externalizing 
scores, no significant main effects were found (peer rejection (F(1, 147) = 2.639, 
p = .11); friendship status (F(1,147) = .165, p = .69); sex (F(1, 147) = .2.733, p = 
.10)). However, a significant interaction between friendship status and sex was 
found (F(1, 147) = 4.677, p < .05). A priori planned comparisons revealed a 
significant difference in externalizing scores for females based on friendship 
status with friended females having significantly lower externalizing scores (n = 
38, M = 6.35, SE = 1.53) than nonfriended females (n = 25, M = 10.42, SE =
1.79) (f(61) = 2.074, p < .05). No difference was found between friended (n = 47, 
M = 11.40, SE = 1.50) and nonfriended (n = 45, M = 9.497, SE = 1.45) males 
(f(61) = -.917, ns). Finally, friended females’ scores were significantly lower than 
friended males’ (f(83) = 2.78, p < .01). No other interactions were significant (for 
all p > .05). See Tables 3 through 6 for cell sizes, means, and standard 
deviations.
Problem Behavior and Locus of Control (Hj)
Zero-order correlations were calculated to determine whether aggressive 
children score higher in internal locus of control than depressive children.
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Table 3
Sample size, means, and standard deviations for internalizing scores for males
Friended NonFriended Total
Rejected 16.19 ' 11.19 13.10
(12.89) (8.41) (1049)
N =  16 N = 26 N  = 42
NonRejected 9.03 9.48 9.23
(7.47) (8.74) (7.97)
N - 3 0 N = 23 N  = 53
Total 11.52 10.39
(10.16) (8.52)
N  = 46 N = 49
Table 4
Sample size, means, and standard deviations for internalizing scores for females
Friended NonFriended Total
Rejected 11.25 13.91 12.52
(11.51) . (7.65) (9.73)
N  -  12 N =  11 N  = 23
NonRejected 9.35 8.64 9.14
(7.11) (3.72) (16.25)
N  = 26 N = 11 N  — 37
Total 9.95 11.27
(8.62) (6.46)
OOmil£ N = 22
Table 5
Sample size, means, and standard deviations for externalizing scores for males
Friended NonFriended Total
Rejected 15.22 10.35 12.49
(13.19) (10.57) (11.89)
N =  18 N = 23 N  = 41
NonRejected 9.04 8.59 8.84
(7.31) (8.85) (7.93)
N  = 29 N = 22 N  = 51
Total 11.40 9.49
(10.30) (9.70)
N = 47 II
%
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Table 6
Sample size, means, and standard deviations for externalizing scores for females
Friended NonFriended Total
Rejected 6.31 11.23 8.77
(4.64) (10.34) (8.24)
N =  13 N =  13 N  = 26
N onRejected 6.40 9.25 7.32
(4.95) (10.08) (7.02)
2 II to N = 12 N  = 37
Total 6.37 10.28
(4.78) (10.05)
N  = 38 N = 25
Contrary to what was hypothesized, locus of control is significantly 
positively correlated with aggression (r = .401, p < .01), anxious depression (r = 
.360, p < .01), and withdrawn depression (r = .371, p < .01); children with greater 
external locus of control also report greater aggression and depression (see 
Table 2).
Hostile Attributional Bias. Problem Behavior, and Emotional Intelligence (H4 and
Ms)
As expected, hostile attributional bias was positively correlated with 
aggression and negatively correlated with emotional intelligence; children with 
higher hostile attributional bias were also higher in aggression and lower in 
emotional intelligence. Hostile attributional bias as measured by the Assessment 
of Schema Typicality, but not the Sentence Completion Task, was also 
negatively correlated with social preference scores. HAB was not significantly 
correlated with friendship status. (See Table 2 for intercorrelations among 
scores on the schema typicality measure, sentence completion task, aggression,
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and emotional intelligence and its subscales, perception, understanding, and 
regulation of emotion.)
Two hierarchical multiple regressions were also used to test whether 
emotional intelligence was predictive of aggression and depression over and 
above hostile attributional bias, with the two measures of hostile attributional 
bias, the sentence completion task and the assessment of schema typicality, 
entered in Step 1 and emotional intelligence entered in Step 2. For internalizing 
scores, results of Step 1 (R2 = .12, F(2, 118) = 9.408, p < .001) and Step 2 (R2 = 
.12, F(3, 117) = 6.331, p < .001) were significant. However, emotional 
intelligence was not significantly predictive of internalizing scores (f(117) = -.540, 
p = .591) over and above both schema typicality scores (f(117) = 2.030 p < .05) 
and sentence completion scores (f(117) = 2.147, p < .05).
With regard to externalizing scores, results of Step 1 (R2 = ,27, F (2 ,122) = 
24.284, p < .001) and Step 2 (R2 = .31, F(3, 121) = 19.610, p < .001) were 
significant. Emotional intelligence was significantly predictive of externalizing 
scores (t{ 121) = -2.761, p < .01) over and above both schema typicality scores 
(f(121) = 2.614, p < .01) and sentence completion scores (f(121) = 3.493, p < 
.001). See Table 7 for all standardized and unstandardized regression 
coefficients and standard errors of the unstandardized coefficients.
To further test whether emotional intelligence and hostile attributional bias 
are unique predictors of both internalizing and externalizing behavior, additional 
hierarchical regression analyses were conducted in which emotional intelligence 
was entered in Step 1 and hostile attributional bias in step 2. For internalizing
33
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Table 7
Summary of Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Internalizing and 
Externalizing Scores
Variable B SE B j8 R2A t
Predicting Internalizing Scores
Step 1
Schema Typicality 3.234 1.595 .200 2.027*
Sentence Completion 13.783 5.943 .229 2.319*
Step 2 .002
Schema Typicality 3.250 1.600 .201 2.030*
Sentence Completion 13.090 6.097 .217 2.147*
Emotional Intelligence -3.400 6.301 -.483 -.540
Overall Adjusted R2 = .118
Predicting Externalizing Scores
Step 1
Schema Typicality 3.726 1.465 .224 2.544*
Sentence Completion 23.007 5.259 .386 4.375***
Step 2 .042
Schema Typicality 3.726 1.465 .224 2.544*
Sentence Completion 18.702 5.345 .313 3.493***
Emotional Intelligence --.16.871 6.110 -.218 -2.761
Overall Adjusted R2 -  .310
***p < .000; **p  < .01; * p -< .05
scores Step 1 was not significant (R2 = .006, F(1, 119) = 1.677, p = .198) but 
Step 2 was significant (R2 = .118, F(3, 117) = 6.331, p < .001). Emotional 
intelligence was not found to be significantly predictive of internalizing scores 
(f(119) = -1.295, p = ,198) but hostile attributional bias was even when controlling 
for emotional intelligence (Assessment of Schema Typicality (f(117) = 2.030, p < 
.05) and Sentence Completion Task (f(117) = 2.147, p < .05)). For externalizing 
scores Step 1 was significant (R2 = .121, F(1, 123) = 18.129, p < .001) as was
34
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Step 2 (R2 = .310, F(3, 121) = 19.610, p < .001). Emotional intelligence was 
predictive of externalizing scores (f(123) = -4.258, p < .001) as was hostile 
attributional bias after controlling for emotional intelligence (Assessment of 
Schema Typicality (f(121) = 2.614, p < .01) and Sentence Completion Task 
(f(121) = 3.493, p < .001)) (See Table 8).
Table 8
Summary of Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Internalizing and 
Externalizing Scores
Variable B SE B j3 R2A t
Predicting Internalizing Scores
Step 1
Emotional Intelligence -8.426 6.506 -.118 -1.295
Step 2 .126
Emotional Intelligence -3.400 6.301 -.048 -.540
Schema Typicality 3.250 1.600 .201 2.030*
Sentence Completion 13.090 6.097 .217 2.147*
Overall Adjusted R2 = .118
Predicting Externalizing Scores
Step 1
Emotional Intelligence -27.715 6.509 -.358
Step 2
Emotional Intelligence -16.871 6.110 -.218
Schema Typicality 3.729 1.427 .224
Sentence Completion 8.702 5.354 .313






p < .000; ** p < .01; * p < .05
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Parenting Styles and Emotional intelligence (Hg)
Again refer to Table 2 which shows the zero-order correlations between 
the two dimensions of Baumrind's parenting styles, warmth and control, and 
scores on the subscales of the MEIS and the an overall emotional intelligence 
score. Parental control was significantly correlated with parental warmth and al! 
branches of emotional intelligence, perception, understanding, regulation, and 
overall emotional intelligence; high child-reported parental control is associated 
with higher emotional intelligence. Although not as strong of an association as 
parental control and emotional intelligence, parental warmth was also 
significantly correlated with overall emotional intelligence, but only one branch, 
perception of emotions.
To further examine the relation between parenting style emotional 
intelligence, analysis of variance was performed, with parenting style categories 
(authoritative, authoritarian, and neglectful) as the between subjects variable. 
Due to the small cell size (n = 7), no analysis was performed with the permissive 
parenting category. An overall significant main effect was found for parenting 
style (F(3, 203) = 4.10, p < .01). A priori comparisons revealed no significant 
difference in emotional intelligence between the authoritative (n = 29) and 
authoritarian (n = 157) parenting categories (r(184) = .080, p = .94). There was, 
however, a significant difference in emotional intelligence between authoritative 
and neglectful (n = 14) (f(41) = 2.561, p < .05) and authoritarian and neglectful 
(f(169) = 3.437, p < .001). These results should be interpreted with caution due 
to the discrepancy in cell sizes between children who reported having neglectful
36
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parents and those who reported having either authoritative or authoritarian 
parents.
Because parental control was more highly correlated with emotional 
intelligence than was parental warmth and because that is the dimension that is 
similar in authoritarian and authoritative parenting and differs between those and 
neglectful parenting, hierarchical regression was performed to test whether 
warmth and control had unique influences on emotional intelligence. Results 
indicate that parental control was predictive of emotional intelligence (R2 = .069) 
(F(1, 205) = 16.381, p < .001) but that warmth did not predict emotional 
intelligence over and above parental control (R2chg = .002) (F(1, 204) = .392, p = 
.53). See Table 9 for standardized and unstandardized regression coefficients 
and standard errors.
Table 9
Summary of Regression Analysis for Warmth and Control on Emotional 
Intelligence________  ___
Predicting Emotional Intelligence
Variable B SE B P R2A t
Step 1
Parental Control .321 .079 .272 4.047***
Step 2 
Parental Control -.295 .089 -.250
.002
3.307***
Parental Warmth .077 .123 .047 .626
Overall Adjusted R2 = .067
_____ — —
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Parenting Styles, Probiem Behavior, and Locus of Control (Hj)
Children who report less parental control have a more external locus of 
control (r = -.330, p < .01) (higher scores on the locus of control measure indicate 
an external locus of control), higher internalizing scores (r=  -.382, p < .01), and 
higher externalizing scores (r =  -.398, p < .01).
- To test whether children who experience low control scored higher on 
measures of internalizing and externalizing behavior than children who 
experience high control and to test whether this effect was mediated by locus of 
control, two hierarchical regression analyses were performed, with parental 
control entered at Step 1 and locus of control entered at Step 2. Results 
revealed no mediating effect. Parental control was still a significant predictor of 
internalizing (F(2, 126) = 15.007, p < .001) (R2chg = .050) and externalizing scores 
(F(2, 127) = 18.689, p < .001) (R2chg = .040) after adding locus of control to the 
model (see Table 10).
Table 10
Summary of Regression Analysis for Parental Control and Locus of Control on 
Internalizing and Externalizing Behavior
Predicting Internalizing Behavior
Variable B SE B P R2A t
Step 1
Parental Control -30.678 7.499 -.341 -4.091***
Step 2
Parental Control -21.383 7.680 -.238
.077
-2.784**
Locus of Control 21.025 6.076 .296 3.460***
Overall Adjusted R2 = .180
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Parental Control -40.147 7.383 -.433 -5.438***
Step 2 
Parental Control -33.379 7.698 -.360
040
-4.336***
Locus of Control 16.128 6.311 .212 2.556**
Overall Adjusted R2 = .215
_  — p < ,01; *** p  < .001 — —  _ _ _ _ _
Harsh Discipline and Problem Behavior (Ha)
To test whether corporal punishment by mother and father predicts 
externalizing and internalizing scores, such as aggression and depression, when 
controlling for severe physical assault and to test whether there are different 
effects of corporal punishment depending of recipients’ sex, analyses of variance 
were performed on those participates who did not report any severe physical 
assault by either their mother or father (A/ =116). Two groups were found based 
on Conflict Tactic Scale responses; those who had ever and those who had 
never experienced corporal punishment in the past year. Analyses were done on 
child reports of mothers’ and fathers’ behavior separately.
Results indicate corporal punishment from the mother does significantly 
affect externalizing scores when controlling for severe physical assault (F(1, 112) 
= 4.782, p < .05) with those reporting no corporal punishment having lower 
externalizing scores (n = 81, M = 7.296, SD = 7.439) than those reporting 
corpora! punishment (n = 35, M = 11.057, SD = 9.825). There was also a 
significant main effect for sex (F(1, 112) = 4.608, p < .05), with females having
39
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lower externalizing scores (n = 51, M = 6.549, SD = 5.360) than males (n = 65,
M = 9.908, SD = 9.918). Again, no significant interaction was found (F(1, 112) = 
.142, p  = .71). Analyses yielded no significant effects for internalizing scores (all 
ps > .05).
Corporal punishment from the fathers also significantly affects 
externalizing scores when controlling for severe physical assault (F(1, 110) = 
15.464, p < .001), with those reporting no corporal punishment having lower 
externalizing scores (n = 91, M = 7.066, SD = 6.594) than those reporting 
corporal punishment (n = 23, M = 15.261, SD = 13.579). As with corporal 
punishment from mothers, there was also a significant main effect for sex (F(1, 
110) = 4.170, p < .05), with females having lower externalizing scores (n = 49, M 
= 7.714', SD = 7.932) than males (n = 65, M = 9.477, SD = 9.760). No significant 
interaction was found (F(1, 110) = 3.578, p = .06). As with corporal punishment 
from mothers, analyses yielded no significant effect for internalizing scores (all ps 
> .05). See Tables 11 through 14 for sample sizes, means, and standard 
deviations for both males and females who report experiencing corporal 
punishment in the absence of severe physical assault from mother and father. 
Harsh Discipline and Emotional Intelligence (Ha)
Harsh discipline was calculated by coding for either reporting never 
experiencing any sort of harsh discipline (i.e. psychological abuse, corporal 
punishment, or severe physical assault), or experiencing one, two, or three of the 
three types within the past year.
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Table 11
Sample size, means, and standard deviations for externalizing scores for those 






Female 8.67 5.67 6.55
(6.75) (4.49) (5.36)
N  -  15 N = 36 N  =  51
M ale 12.85 8.60 9.91
(11.46) (8.98) (9.92)
N  = 20 N  = 45 N  = 65
Total 11.06 7.30
(9.83) (7.44)
N  = 35 N  = 81
Table 12
Sample size, mean, and standard deviations for externalizing scores for those 






Female 10.90 6.90 7.71
(11.87) (6.54) (7.93)
N  = 10 N  = 39 N = 49
M ale 18.62 7.19 9.48
(14.29) (6.70) (9.76)
N  = 13 'Z II N  = 65
Total 15.26 7.07
(13.58) (6.59)
N = 23 N -  91
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Table 13
Sample size, mean, and standard deviations for internalizing scores for those 






Fem ale 10.36 8.85 9.29
(6.50) (6.44) (6.43)
N = 14 N  = 34 N = 48
M ale 13.00 18.67 r 10.07
(10.54) (8.17) (9.15)
N  = 22








Sample size, mean, and standard deviations for internalizing scores for those 






Female 9.38 9.14 9.19
(3.16) (7.04) (6.46)
N  = 8 N = 34 N  = 43
Male 13.81 8.14 9.54
(11.51) (7.22) (8.73)
N =  16 N  -  46 N  = 65
Total 12.33 8.56
(9.70) (7.12)
N  = 24 2 It 00
Based on these groups, a 2 (sex) x 4 (harsh discipline mother) x 4 (harsh 
discipline father) analysis of variance was performed to test whether children who 
experience harsh discipline, such as psychological aggression, corporal 
punishment, and severe physical assault from their mothers and fathers are 
lower in emotional intelligence than children who do not experience harsh
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
discipline. Results reveal no significant main effect for harsh discipline from 
father (F (3, 136) = ..523, p = .667), or from mother (F(3, 136) = .210, p = .890). 
There was also a significant main effect for sex (F (1, 136) = 7.844, p = .01), with 
males scoring lower in emotional intelligence (n = 95, M = 32.208, SD = 5.362) 
than females (n = 61, M =  34.777, SD = 4.164). No significant interactions were 
found.
Emotional Intelligence as Mediator of Parenting and Externalizing Behavior (H-m) 
A model-fitting analysis (AMOS; Arbuckle, 1994-1999) was used to 
examine whether emotional intelligence mediates the effect of overall parenting 
quality on externalizing behavior (N = 225).
The latent variable, parenting quality, is an independent variable and is 
measured through four manifest variables, parental control, parental warmth, 
harsh discipline from mother, and harsh discipline from father. Again, harsh 
discipline was calculated by coding for either reporting never experiencing any 
sort of harsh discipline (i.e. psychological abuse, corporal punishment, or severe 
physical assault), or experiencing one, two, or three of the three types within the 
past year. Higher scores on both control and warmth indicate positive parenting, 
however, higher scores on harsh punishment for both mother and father indicate 
negative parenting. Therefore, based on the loadings from each manifest 
variable the parenting latent variable represents poor parenting quality.
The latent variable, emotional intelligence, is a dependent variable and is 
measured through three manifest variables, perceiving emotion, understanding
43
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emotion, and regulating emotion as measured by the MEIS. Higher scores 
indicate higher emotional intelligence.
Finally, the latent variable, problem behavior, is a dependent variable and 
is measured through four manifest variables, two CBCL-YSR subscales, rule 
breaking behavior and aggression, and two hostile attributional bias measures, 
Sentence Completion Task, and Assessment of Schema Typicality. Higher 
scores indicate more problem behavior.
The model specified above provided a good fit to the data. The chi-square 
statistic was significant (x2 = 55.589, p < .05), as can be expected for models with 
more than 200 cases (Kenny, 2001). Other fit indexes indicated a good fit (NFI = 
.913; CFI = .972; NNFI = .960; Hoelter = 220; RMSEA = .044)2. As expected, the 
path from (poor) parenting quality to emotional intelligence was significant 
(unstandardized estimate = -7.15, SE = .029, t = -2.486, p < .05) as was the path 
between (poor) parenting quality and problem behavior (unstandardized estimate 
= 6.485, SE = 2.078, t = 3.121, p < .01) and between emotional intelligence and 
problem behavior (unstandardized estimate = -12.137, SE = 4.863, t = -2.496, p 
< .05). Further, all path coefficients were in the expected direction. (See Figure 
1 for this less constrained model).
The estimated loading for the four manifest variables on parenting quality 
were significant and in the expected direction (parental control unstandardized
2 For the Norm  Fit Index (NFI), Non-normed Fit Index (NNFI), and the 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) a value betw een .90 and .95 is acceptable. The Hoelter 
Index, which indicates the sample size at w hich the chi square would not be significant, 
should be at least 200. Good m odels should have a Root M ean Square Error o f  
Approximation (RMSEA) value less than .05 (Kenny, 2001).
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estimate = -.329, SE = .098, t = -3.355, p < .001; parental warmth 
unstandardized estimate = -.190, SE = .057, i  = -3.314, p < .001; and harsh 
discipline from mother unstandardized estimate = .974, SE = .212, t = 4.601, p < 
.001). The unstandardized estimate from harsh punishment from father was 
constrained to 1 a priori.
The estimated loading for the three manifest variables on emotional 
intelligence were also significant and in the expected direction (understanding 
emotion unstandardized estimate = .809, SE = .177, t = 4.566, p < .001; and 
regulating emotion unstandardized estimate = .186, SE = .049, t = 6.756, p < 
.001). The unstandardized estimate from perceiving emotion was constrained to 
1 a priori.
Finally, the estimated loading for the four manifest variables on problem 
behavior were also significant and in the expected direction (aggression 
unstandardized estimate = 1.677, SE = .167, t = 10.055, p < .001; schema 
typicality (HAB) unstandardized estimate = .117, SE = .021, t = 5.702, p < .001; 
and sentence completion (HAB) unstandardized estimate = .030, SE = .005, t = 
5.742, p < .001). The unstandardized estimate from rule breaking was 
constrained to 1 a priori.
To test for possible mediation, a second model was run in which the path 
from parenting quality to emotional intelligence was constrained to zero. This 
model, too, provided a good fit to the data. Again, the chi-square statistic was 
significant (%2 = 66.990, p = .01) as can be expected with this sample size. In 
addition to the chi square index, however, other fit indexes for this more
46
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constrained model did not indicate a good fit (NFI = .895; CF! = .954; NNFI = 
.936; Hoelter =187; RMSEA = .055)2. As stated above the path from, (poor) 
parenting quality to emotional intelligence was set to zero. The path between 
(poor) parenting quality and problem behavior (unstandardized estimate = 6.446, 
SE = 1.994, t = 3.232, p < .001) and between emotional intelligence and problem 
behavior (unstandardized estimate = -14.282, SE = 4.617, t = -3.093, p < .01) 
were significant. Further, all path coefficients were in the expected direction. 
(See Figure 2 for this more constrained model).
The estimated loading for the four manifest variables on parenting quality 
were significant and in the expected direction (parental control unstandardized 
estimate = -.312, SE = .092, t -  -3.383, p < .001; parental warmth 
unstandardized estimate = -.188, SE = .056, t = -3.360, p < .001; and harsh 
discipline from mother unstandardized estimate = .944, SE = .204, t = 4.626, p < 
.001). The unstandardized estimate from harsh punishment from father was 
constrained to 1 a priori.
The estimated loading for the three manifest variables on emotional 
intelligence were also significant and in the expected direction (understanding 
emotion unstandardized estimate = .726, SE=  .189, t =  3.839, p < .001; and 
regulating emotion unstandardized estimate = .163, SE = .050, t = 3.275, p <
2 For the Norm Fit Index (NFI), Non-norm ed Fit Index (NNFI), and the 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) a value between .90 and .95 is acceptable. The Hoelter 
Index, which indicates the sample size at w hich the chi square would not be significant, 
should be at least 200. Good models should have a Root M ean Square Error o f 
Approximation (RMSEA) value less than .05 (Kenny, 2001).
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.001). The unstandardized estimate from perceiving emotion was constrained to 
1 a priori.
Finally, the estimated loading for the four manifest variables on problem 
behavior were also significant and in the expected direction (aggression 
unstandardized estimate = 1.686, SE = .178, t = 9.480, p < .001; schema 
typicality (HAB) unstandardized estimate = .118, SE= .022, t = 5.373, p < .001; 
and sentence completion (HAB) unstandardized estimate = .030, SE = .006, t = 
5.403, p < .001). The unstandardized estimate from rule breaking was 
constrained to 1 a priori.
A comparison between the less constrained and the more constrained 
model indicated a significantly worse fit for the more constrained model (p <
.001); the less constrained model where the path from poof parenting quality to 
emotional intelligence was free to vary was a better fit for the data than the model 
where that path was constrained to zero, indicating that emotional intelligence is 
a partial mediator of parenting quality on problem behavior.
To test whether having a reciprocated best friend moderates the effect of 
peer rejection on problem behavior, a single manifest dependent variable, social 
preference, was added to the above model and two model were tested, one in 
which the path between social preference and problem behavior was free to vary 
and one in which the path was constrained to be equal. Higher scores on social 
preference indicate peer acceptance and lower scores indicate peer rejection 
and higher scores on friendship indicated having a reciprocated best friend and 
lower scores indicate no reciprocated best friend.
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The less constrained mode! was tested for two groups, one for those with 
a reciprocated best friend and one for those without a reciprocated best friend 
and provided a reiativeiy good fit to the data (x2 = 129.296, p < .01, NFI = .834; 
CFI = .946; NNFI = .923; Hoelter = 204; RMSEA = .041). The path between 
social preference and problem behavior was significant for the friended group 
(unstandardized estimate = -.043, SE = .015, t = -2.823, p < .01, N = 117) but not 
for the nonfriended group (unstandardized estimate = -.002, SE = .007, t = - 
0.350, ns, N = 108). Contrary to what would be expected, the path coefficient for 
the path between social preference and problem behavior was higher for the 
friended group than for the nonfriended group, indicating that peer rejection is 
more strongly related to problem behavior for the friended group than for the 
nonfriended group. (See Figure 3 for the less constrained model for the friended 
group and Figure 4 for the less constrained model for the nonfriended group).
The second model was tested in which the path between social 
preference and problem behavior was constrained to be equal for the two groups 
(nonfriended and friended unstandardized estimate = -.010, SE = .007, t = - 
1.521, ns). This model also provided a fairly good fit for the data (x2= 134.996, p 
< .01, NFI = .827; CFI = .938; NNFI = .914; Hoelter = 198; RMSEA = .043). 
However, comparison of the less constrained and the more constrained model 
resulted in a significant chi square (x2= 5.70, p < .05) indicating that the more 
constrained model in which the paths were constrained to be equal is a 
significantly worse fit, than the model in which the paths between social 
preference and problem behavior was free to vary. Therefore, there appears to
50
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Figure 3

























Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Figure 4
The less constrained model forth© nonfriended group
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be a significant difference between peer rejection and problem behavior 
depending on whether you have a reciprocated best friend, but in the unexpected 
direction. Those having a reciprocated best friend had more problem behavior 
than those not having a reciprocated best friend. (See Figure 5 for the more 
constrained friended model and Figure 6 for the more constrained nonfriended 
model).
Finally, as a further attempt to tease apart the relative role of parenting, 
child characteristics, and peer relations on externalizing behavior a hierarchical 
regression analysis was performed in which variables were entered based on 
developmental priority. In Step 1, sex, harsh discipline from mother and father, 
parental control, and parental warmth were entered (F(5, 97) = 10.372, p < .001). 
Three branches of emotional intelligence (i.e., perception, understanding, and 
regulating emotion) were entered in Step 2 (F(11, 91) = 7.476, p < .001). Finally, 
social preference and friendship status were entered in Step 3 (F(13, 89) =
7.414, p < .001).
Harsh discipline was a significant predictor of externalizing scores (t = 
2.501, p < .01) as was parental control (t = -3.746, p < .001). Perception of 
emotion was also predictive of externalizing scores after controlling for sex, harsh 
discipline and parental warmth and control (t = -3.146, p < .01), as was hostile 
attributional bias as measured by the Sentence Completion Task (t = 2.348, p < 
.05). Finally, social preference was predictive of externalizing scores when 
controlling for sex, harsh discipline, parental warmth and control, and emotional 
intelligence (t = -2.895, p < .01). No other variables (i.e. sex, harsh discipline
53
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from mother, parental warmth, understanding emotion, regulating emotion, friendship 
status) were significant (ail ps > .07). See Table 15 for regression table.
Table 15
Summary of regression analysis for parenting, child characteristics, and peer 
relations on externalizing scores
Variable
Predicting Externalizing Scores
B SE B j8 R2A t
Step 1
Sex -9.166E-02 1.664 .005 -.055
Harsh Discipline Mother -1.622 1.465 -.135 -.1.107
Harsh Discipline Father 3.305 1.322 .303 2.501**
Parental Control -40.265 10.748 -.411 -3.746***
Parental Warmth -16.326 12.949 -.131 -1.261
Step 2 .126
Sex -.800 1.570 -.041 -.509
Harsh Discipline Mother -1.480 1.385 -.124 -1.068
Harsh Discipline Father 2.605 1.265 .239 ■ 2.059*
Parental Control -27.669 10.686 -.063 -2.589**
Parental Warmth -7.925 12.884 -.074 -.615
Emotion Perception -45.353 14.417 -.283 -3.146**
Emotion Understanding 16.334 14.076 .102 1.160
Emotion Regulation -47.790 28.070 -.137 -1.703
Sentence Completion 14.769 6.290 .229 2.348
Schema Typicality -.318 1.958 -.018 .871
Locus of Control 8.484 7.555 .107 1.123
Step 3 .045
Sex -.567 1.432 -.023 -.306
Harsh Discipline Mother -1.387 1.258 -.082 -.762
Harsh Discipline Father 2.367 1.146 .276 2.597**
Parental Control -28.661 9.054 -.320 -3.367***
Parental Warmth -3.795 10.475 -.038 -.419
Emotion Perception -44.381 13.003 -.227 -2.746**
Emotion Understanding 19.102 11.825 .097 1.204
Emotion Regulation -1.464 27.396 -.144 -1.828
Sentence Completion 3.587 6.102 .211 2.227
Schema Typicality -.458 1.901 -.026 -.241
Locus of Control 7.109 7.320 .090 -2.895
Social Preference -.805 .251 -.223 -3.008**
Friendship 1J49E-02 1.496 -.001 - .991
Overall Adjusted R2 = .450
*** p < .001
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Chapter IV 
Discussion
Peer Status and Internalizing and Externalizing Behavior
As stated above, one purpose of this study was to examine whether peer 
rejected but “friended" children (those with a dyadic friendship) are lower in 
internalizing and externalizing problems, such as depression and aggression, 
than peer rejected and “nonfriended” children and to examine whether 
friendship status has a differential effect for males and females. As it turned 
out friendship status was irrelevant with respect to internalizing behavior; 
rejected children, regardless of whether or not they had a reciprocated 
friendship, were more depressed and anxious than were nonrejected children. 
This finding is consistent with other research in this area (Burkes, et al., 1995; 
Kraatz-Keiley, Bates, Dodge, & Pettit, 2000; Schwartz, et al, 1998).
Surprisingly, no other main effects or interactions were found with regard to 
internalizing scores.
With respect to externalizing scores, there were no main effects for peer 
rejection, friendship status, or sex. This was particularly surprising for peer 
rejection considering the number of previous studies that have found such an 
effect (Deater-Deckard, et al, 1998; Salmivalli, Kaukiainen, Lagerspetz, 2000; 
Schwartz, et al., 1998). Interestingly, however, an interaction between 
friendship status and sex was found with friended females having significantly 
lower externalizing scores than nonfriended females and friended males.
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Together, these findings suggest that having a reciprocated best friend 
reduces the risk of externalizing behavior for girls but does not have a similar 
effect for boys. A possible explanation for this may be found in the quality of 
relationship. It may be that female reciprocated friendships provide more social 
support than do male reciprocated friendships. In fact, studies have identified 
several qualities of dyadic friendships, such as companionship, lack of conflict, 
support, security, and closeness that are positively related to self-esteem and 
negatively related to delinquency, hostility, school problems, and psychiatric 
symptomatology (Buhrmester, 1990; Hirsch & DuBois, 1992). Further, gender 
differences have been found in reported peer relationship qualities with girls 
reporting more intimacy and closeness than boys (Bukowski, Hoza, & Boivin, 
1994; Parker & Asher, 1993). In addition, Hartup (1993) found that girls tend to 
value close relationships more than boys. Therefore, it may be possible that it 
is not simply the fact of having or not having a reciprocated friendship that 
makes a difference, rather it may be the quality of that friendship that matters, 
with girls tending to have friendships that are characterized as close and 
supportive more so than boys.
Parenting, Problem Behavior, and Locus of Control
As stated earlier, both aggressive and depressive children have been 
found to attribute hostile intent to social situations. However, aggressive and 
depressive children have been found to differ in their evaluation of potential 
behavioral responses, with depressives more likely to feel that their own 
assertive behavior would result in more negative and less positive outcomes
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and aggressive children more likely to feel that their own assertive behavior 
would result in more positive and less negative outcomes. Therefore, it was 
hypothesized that aggressive children would score higher than depressive 
children in internal locus of control. However, that was not the case. Both 
aggressive and depressive children scored low in internal locus of control.
The relation between internalizing behavior scores, such as anxious and 
withdrawn depression, and locus of control is not surprising considering the 
number of studies that have found such a relation (e.g., with a clinical 
population of children (Finch & Nelson, 1974; McCauley, Mitchell, Burke, and 
Moss, 1988); and with fifth- through eighth-grade children (Nunn, 1988)).
Further, early experience with uncontrollable events has been found to 
play a role in the formation of locus of control attributions implicating the 
importance of parental sensitivity (e.g., warmth) and noncoercive/appropriate 
control. For example, children who experience contingent and responsive care 
have more opportunity to solicit reinforcement and thus develop a sense of 
control. Children who are given the opportunity to explore and manipulate the 
environment have been found to have an enhanced sense of control over 
events (i.e. internal locus of control) (Davis & Phares, 1969; Schneewind 1995; 
Skinner, 1986). Also, parenting style, characterized by low responsivity and 
coercive control has been found to predict anxiety in preschoolers (Dumas, 
LaFreniere, & Serketich, 1995) and depression in adolescents (Reiss, 
Heatherington, Plomin, Howe, Simmens, Henderson, O’Conner, Bussell, 
Anderson, & Law, 1995). Evidence from the present study is consistent with
59
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
these findings. Children who reported less parental control scored higher in 
external locus of control and had higher internalizing scores.
With regard to externalizing behavior, the present findings are somewhat 
consistent with previous studies, which have found a consistent but weak 
relationship between external locus of control and aggression (Zainuddin & 
Taluja, 1990; Williams & Vantress, 1969; Young, 1992; Nay & Wanger, 1990) 
and conduct disorder (Raine & Jones, 1987). In addition, Osterman, Bjorkqvist, 
Lagerspetz, Charpentier, Carprara, & Pstorelli (1999) found gender difference 
in this association, with boys’, but not girls’, physical, verbal, and indirect 
aggression being significantly correlated with external locus of control. 
Consistent with the above studies, this study found a strong association 
between locus of control and aggression and also found no gender differences, 
with external locus of control being significantly correlated with both forms of 
externalizing behavior (aggression and rule breaking behavior) for boys. What 
differs from past research is the finding that girls’ aggression (but not rule 
breaking behavior) was also significantly related to external locus of control. 
Halioran, Doumas, John, and Margolin (1999) found internal locus of control to 
be significantly correlated with increased aggression in girls, but only when in 
failure situations. Results form the present study suggest that children who 
score higher on both aggression and depression tend to have an external locus 
of control. In light of the comorbidity rate and possible similar etiology (e.g., 
parenting behavior) for aggression and depression, it seems reasonable that 
both would be associated with an external locus of control.
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Considering the lack of support for the hypothesis that aggressive 
children score higher in measures of internal locus of control than depressive 
children, it is possible that a somewhat related and perhaps more important 
cognitive construct -  self efficacy -  warrants investigation. Bandura (1977) 
defines self-efficacy as the belief that one can “successfully execute the 
behavior required to produce an outcome.” Consistent with this possibility is 
the finding that perceived social and academic inefficacy contributed to 
childhood depression in 11 to 12 year olds (Bandura, 1999). It is important to 
note that, at least with adults, research has shown no relation between locus of 
control and self-efficacy (Smith, 1989).
As stated earlier both aggressive and depressive children report anger, 
however, depressive children have been found more likely to feel that assertive 
behavior would result in more negative and less positive outcomes, whereas, 
aggressive children have been found more likely to feel the opposite. Thus, it 
seems possible that aggressive children feel more self-efficacious when 
evaluating potential behavioral responses than do depressive children.
Perhaps both aggressives and depressives want the same outcome (e.g., 
cessation of the perceived negative event), however, aggressives feel more 
efficacious about their ability to produce that outcome through aggressive 
behavioral responses. Further, Bandura (1992) states that there are numerous 
behaviors that people believe would result in a desired outcome, but these 
behaviors are not enacted because they believe they “do not have what it takes 
to succeed.” According to Bandura, for example, the belief that entry into
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medical school is dependent on high performance in academic courses 
(internal locus of control) does not necessarily mean that students believe they 
would be efficacious in those courses. Thus, it is possible that depressives 
believe that acting on their anger would produce the desired outcome (internal 
locus of control), but that they simply would not be efficacious in producing that 
outcome. For these reasons, it is possible that self-efficacy, rather than locus 
of control, should be examined.
Hostile Attributional Bias, Problem Behavior, and Emotional Intelligence
As expected based on previous studies (e.g., Dodge, 1993), children 
with higher hostile attributional bias scores also had higher aggression scores 
on the CBCL-YSR. What has not been examined previously is the role 
emotional intelligence plays in aggression and hostile attribution bias. As 
hypothesized, children scoring higher in hostile attributional bias based on the 
Sentence Completion Task and the Assessment of Schema Typicality were 
higher in internalizing and externalizing scores even when controlling for 
emotional intelligence, suggesting that hostile attributional bias is a unique 
predictor of internalizing and externalizing scores. Emotional intelligence, 
however, was a unique predictor of externalizing but not internalizing scores. 
Although children with hostile attributional bias may be misattributing hostility 
and anger in neutral social situations, it appears that hostile attributiional bias 
and emotional intelligence are separate constructs at least with respect to 
externalizing scores.
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The association between hostile attributional bias and aggression has 
been well documented. What has not yet been established is the association 
between emotional intelligence and aggression. In this study, children who 
were lower in aggression tended to have higher emotional intelligence scores. 
Further, emotional intelligence was predictive of aggression over and above 
hostile attributional bias as measured by both the Sentence Completion Task 
and the Assessment of Schema Typicality. It is possible that early experiences 
(e.g., harsh parenting) that promote a tendency to attribute hostile intent on the 
part of social partners also influence children’s emotional development such 
that they are not only less able to perceive emotion in social situations, but also 
have less understanding of emotion, and less ability to regulate emotion.
This study also demonstrated an association between hostile 
attributional bias and internalizing scores, with children higher in hostile 
attributional bias as measured by the Sentence Completion Task (but not by 
the Assessment of Schema Typicality) also higher in internalizing behavior, 
further evidence of a possible common etiology between aggression and 
depression. Emotional intelligence, however, was not related to internalizing 
behavior, even after controlling for hostile attributional bias.
Parenting Styles and Emotional Intelligence
It was hypothesized that children reporting high parental warmth and 
moderate (noncoercive) control would be higher in emotional intelligence. This 
hypothesis was confirmed. Parental control, however, was more highly 
correlated with emotional intelligence than was parental warmth and, in fact,
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results of regression analysis revealed no significant influence of parental 
warmth on emotional intelligence once parental control was statistically 
controlled. Furthermore, when examining parenting style categories, no 
significant difference between children who reported experiencing authoritarian 
and those who reported experiencing authoritative parenting was found. 
However, children who reported either authoritarian or authoritative parenting 
were significantly higher in emotional intelligence than those who reported 
experiencing neglectful parenting.
Collectively, these findings suggest that parental control plays a more 
important role with regard to children’s emotional intelligence than does 
parental warmth. Although contingent and noncoercive parental control is 
important in order for children to learn to perceive, understand, and regulate 
their emotions, it seems unlikely that loving, supportive, and warm parenting 
would not also promote these abilities. It is possible that the measure used to 
assess parental warmth is not necessarily tapping into that aspect of parenting 
(see Appendix for scale items). For example, parents may be helpful with 
homework, but not necessarily respond in warm and emotionally supportive 
ways. Therefore, it may be important to consider a measure that assess 
parental warmth and support in emotional situations before making any 
conclusion regarding the possible role of parental warmth in emotional 
intelligence.
It is also important to note that these data are concurrent and come from 
a single source, the children. It is, therefore, not possible to discern a causal
64
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
relationship from parenting behavior to emotional intelligence. It is certainly 
possible that children who are higher in emotional intelligence rate their parents 
as being more warm, involved, and contingent in their control than do children 
who are lower in emotional intelligence. Prospective data will be necessary 
before making any causal assertions.
Harsh Discipline, Aggression, and Emotional intelligence
As stated earlier, there is a good deal of evidence to suggest that harsh 
punishment is associated with both internalizing and externalizing behavior. 
Therefore, in addition to examining the more global parenting styles, more 
specific parenting behavior (i.e. the manner in which parents discipline their 
children) was also examined in terms of the effect not only on internalizing and 
externalizing behavior but also the possible effect on children’s emotional 
intelligence.
Harsh discipline, which can range anywhere from severe physical 
assault to less severe behavior that may be characterized as corporal 
punishment, has been associated with an increase in childhood aggression. 
What seems likely is that children who experience severe physical punishment 
(e.g., kicking, shaking) also experience corporal punishment (e.g., spanking, 
slapping on hand or arm). What seems unclear in the literature is whether - 
children who experience corporal punishment that never escalates to severe 
physical punishment are also at an increased risk for aggressive behavior. For 
example, Keiley, Howe, Dodge, Bates, and Pettit (2001) report an increase in 
externalizing and internalizing behavior for children who in early childhood
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experience severe or punitive discipline, which they describe as shaking and 
spanking, two behaviors that can be seen as differing in discipiine severity. 
Findings in this study confirm the hypothesis that children who experience 
corporal punishment by either mothers or fathers in the absence of severe 
physical assault also had an increase in aggressive behavior, evidence that 
supports Straus' (2001) contention that parents should not use corporal 
punishment as a form of discipline.
As stated earlier, little is known about the effect of harsh discipline on 
emotional intelligence. This study is among the first toexamine whether harsh 
discipline can influence levels of emotional intelligence. Because harsh 
discipline behavior occurs in low frequency, it was not possible to examine 
each type of discipline separately. Therefore, scores on the Conflict Tactic 
Scale were categorized based on whether participants reported never 
experiencing any sort of harsh discipline (i.e. psychological abuse, corporal 
punishment, or severe physical assault) or whether they reported experiencing 
either one, two, or three of these types of harsh discipline. Although no relation 
between harsh discipline and emotional intelligence was found here, it seems 
unlikely that no relation exists between the two constructs. It may be that one 
type of harsh discipline is more predictive of emotional intelligence than the 
others and that the way the data were grouped masked that effect.
Emotional Intelligence and Peer Status as Mediators/Moderators of Parenting 
and Externalizing Behavior
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Because emotional intelligence appears to be influenced by global 
parenting behavior and because emotional intelligence also appears to 
influence externalizing behavior in children, it seems possible that emotional 
intelligence could mediate the effect of parenting behavior on externalizing 
behavior. To test this hypothesis, two structural equation models were ' 
compared, a less constrained model in which the path from the latent variable 
parenting quality to the latent variable emotional intelligence was free to vary 
and a more constrained model in which that path was set to zero. The nested 
or more constrained model was a significantly worse fit than the less 
constrained model suggesting that emotional intelligence is at least a partial 
mediator of the effect of parenting on externalizing behavior.
As expected, the path from poor parenting quality (parental control, 
parental warmth, maternal harsh discipline, and paternal harsh discipline) to 
emotional intelligence (perception, understanding, and regulation) was 
significant and in the expected direction as were the paths from emotional 
intelligence to problem behavior (rule breaking, aggression, hostile attributional 
bias and from poor parenting quality to problem behavior. Thus, the more poor 
parenting one experiences, the lower one’s emotional intelligence and the more 
reported problem behavior. Further, the lower one’s emotional intelligence, the 
more reported problem behavior. This along with the model-fitting results 
suggests that the data fit the proposed model well and supports the hypothesis 
that emotional intelligence at least partially mediates the effect of parenting on 
externalizing behavior.
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When peer status was added to the model, the fit remained good. In 
order to test for the possible moderating effect of having a reciprocated best 
friend, two models were once again compared. As found in previous research, 
the results suggest that being rejected by the larger peer group is associated 
with problem behavior. With regard to friendship status, an unexpected finding 
resulted, in which those who are rejected by the larger peer group and received 
a reciprocated best friend nomination had more problem behavior than those 
who were rejected and had no reciprocated best friend nomination. When 
considering the results of the analysis of variance in which a sex by friendship 
status interaction was found, it is possible that another variable (e.g. sex) not 
accounted for in the model may play an important role. It is possible that 
having a reciprocated best friend has a differential effect for females than for 
males. Although appropriate for analysis of variance (approximate cell sizes 
35), sex could not be represented in the model due to small cell sizes. For 
these reasons, the results of the structural equation model should be 
considered with extreme caution.
Results of a hierarchical regression analysis in which the variables in the 
SEM model were entered based on developmental prior suggested that harsh 
discipline experienced from father, parental control, and the ability to perceive 
emotions are related to externalizing behavior, with those experiencing harsh 
discipline, low control, and less ability to perceive emotions have higher 
externalizing scores. Children who experienced peer rejection, but not 
friendship status, were also higher in externalizing scores, when controlling for
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global (e.g., control and warmth) and certain specific (e.g., harsh discipline) 
parental behaviors and child characteristics (e.g., emotional intelligence). . 
Conclusion and Implications
This study has given insight into the role parenting behavior, both global 
and specific, plays in children’s aggression and depression. Consistent with 
previous research, noncoercive and contingent parental control was found to be 
associated with lower aggression and depression. Previous studies have also 
suggested that children who experience harsh discipline are more likely to 
behave aggressively than children who do not experience harsh discipline. This 
study supports that contention but goes a step further in its finding that corporal 
punishment, such as spanking and slapping, in the absence of more severe 
physical assault increases the likelihood of aggression.
Parental control also influenced locus of control, with those reporting 
experiencing less noncoercive and contingent control having a more external 
locus of control. The idea here is that children who do not experience 
contingent and responsive care have less opportunity to solicit reinforcement 
and thus are less likely to develop a sense of control (external locus of control). 
Here an external locus of control resulted in more anxiety, depression, and 
aggression. These findings, again, are consistent with previous research. 
However, what differs is that past research established a relation between 
external locus of control and aggression for boys but not girls, whereas this 
study found a relation for both boys and girls.
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Child characteristics, such as emotiona! intelligence and hostile 
attributional bias were also examined. Hostile attributional bias has been well 
documented as a predictor of aggression. What has not been examined is the 
role emotional intelligence plays in children’s aggression and depression. 
Children who are higher in hostile attributional bias were lower in emotion 
intelligence. It appears, however, that hostile attributional bias and emotional 
intelligence are not the same construct in that hostile attributional bias and 
emotional intelligence were both unique predictors of aggression. Hostile 
attributional bias, however, was the only predictor of depression.
Peer relations were also examined. Having a reciprocated best friend 
seems to be an important protective factor for aggressive behavior for girls but 
not boys. The difference may be accounted for by the difference in quality of 
friendships. In fact, in past research girls have reported that their dyadic 
friendships provide more support and intimacy than did boys.
Many intervention programs aimed at reducing childhood aggression 
and improving peer relations have included attempts to increase children’s 
social competence and emotional literacy (Zeidner, Roberts, & Matthews, 
2002). As stated at the outset, it appears that individual differences in 
aggressive behavior are stable across situations and from childhood to 
adulthood and can be influenced by parenting behavior, which also tends to be 
stable across time. It may be possible, however, to reduce the negative effects 
of early harsh experience by increasing their emotional intelligence through 
emotional literacy programs. It is also important to consider the importance of
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peer relationships, including the possible buffering effect of having a 
reciprocated best friend. It may be possible that children who are higher in 
emotional intelligence and who believe they have the ability to affect their 
environment (i.e., an internal, locus of control) are able to form higher quality 
friendships, which may in turn provide protection against negative experiences 
such as poor parenting and peer rejection. It may also be possible that 
emotional literacy and social competence programs provide a means by which 
emotional intelligence can be increased.
Limitations and Future Research
Although results of this study provide important information concerning 
how parental behavior and peer relations may influence children’s emotional 
intelligence and problem behavior, it is important to note that all data were 
collected from the same source and many of the measures used were self- 
report. It is, therefore, possible that shared method variance may account for 
some of the observed relations among constructs. In addition, although the 
sample was representative of children in this area, it was a fairly homogeneous 
sample, and so generalizability of these results may be limited. Future multi­
method research with a more ethnically diverse population, is needed to 
resolve these issues.
Structural equation modeling can be a beneficial statistical tool because 
it attempts to estimate the intercorrelations between measured variables 
through latent variables and because it attenuates for error variance. Two 
cautions, however, should be noted. The first is the implied causal relation
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between model constructs. In this case, all data were concurrent and, 
therefore, causal relations should not be determined. The second caution is 
the possible equally plausible alternative models. For example, a second 
possible mediational model is one in which children’s emotional intelligence 
influences parenting. It is possible that characteristics of the child (e.g., 
emotional intelligence) influence parenting behavior (e.g., discipline, control, or 
warmth), which in turn influences children’s externalizing behavior. Thus, 
parenting quality could mediate the relation between emotional intelligence and 
problem behavior in children in this alternative model. Future research should 
examine these relations longitudinally to determine which interpretation is more 
accurate. This research does, however, provide important information as to 
how parents, peers, and characteristics of the child can influence problem 
behavior.
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Appendix A
Asher Loneliness Scale
1 2 3 4 5
Always True o f  me Sometimes H ardly ever N ot true at
true about me m ost o f  the time true about me true about me all about me
1 2 3 4 5 It’s easy for me to make new friends at school.
1 2 3 4 5 I like to read
1 2 3 4 5 I have nobody to talk to in class.
1 2 3 4 5 I ’m good at working with other children in  m y class.
1 2 3 4 5 . I watch TV a lot.
1 2 3 4 5 It’s hard for me to make friends at school.
1 2 3 4 5 I like school.
1 2 3 4 5 I have lots o f  friends in my class.
1 2 3 4 5 I feel alone at school.
1 2 3 4 5 I can find a friend in m y class when I need one.
1 2 3 4 5 I play sports a lot.
1 2 3 4 5 It’s hard to get kids in school to like me.
1 2 3 4 5 I like science.
1 2 3 4 5 I don’t have anyone to play with at school.
1 2 3 4 5 I like music.
1 2 3 4 5 I get along with m y classmates.
1 2 3 4 5 I feel left out o f things in school.
1 2 3 4 5 There’s no other kids I can go to w hen I need help in school.
1 2 3 4 5 I like to paint and draw.
1 2 3 4 5 I don’t get along with other children at school.
1 2 3 4 5 I ’m lonely at school.
1 2 3 4 5 I am well liked by the kids in my class.
1 2 3 4 5 I like playing board games a lot.
1 2 3 4 5 I don’t have any friends in class.
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Appendix B
Assessment o f Schema Typicality
Please read  each o f  the items below and then circle the word that you think best fits. 
R em em ber to circle one word for each line.
1. O f  the tw o items on  each lin e ,  which is more typical o f  the kids in your school? 
C ir c le  th e  one th a t is  m o re  ty p ic a l o f  th e  k ids  in  y o u r  schoo l.
a. Loud
b. Friendly
c. O bey the teachers
d. H elp m e with homework
e. Do things I like to do
f. A rgue a lot
g. H ate m e













D on’t obey the teachers 
D on’t help m e with homework 
Do stupid things 
Get along well 
Like me
Get along with me 
Jerks
2. O f the tw o items on each lin e , which is more typical o f  your parent(s)?
C irc le  th e  one  th a t is m o re  ty p ic a l o f  y o u r  pa ren ts .
a. Young or Old
b. Punishing or Forgiving
c. Understanding or Self-centered
d. Strict or Loose
e. Lots o f  Rules or Few Rules
f. Cool or Out o f Date
g. Loving or Mean
h. Harsh or Gentle
i. Quiet or Out o f Control
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3. O f  the two items on each line, which is more typical o f  your teachers?
Circle the one that is more typical o f  your teachers.
a. Old or Young
b. Rigid or Fair
c. Smart or Stupid
d. Good Teachers or Bad Teachers
e. Punishing or Forgiving
f. Self-centered or Helping Kids
g. Approachable or Unreachable
h. W eird or Cool
i. M ean or Friendly
O f these two items, which is more typical o f the kids in your neighborhood?
C irc le  th e  one  th a t is  m o re  ty p ic a l o f  the  k ids  in  y o u r  n e ig h b o rh o o d .
a .Older than me or Younger than me
b .Starts fights or Stay away from fights
c. Cool or W eird
d Include me in activities or Seem to forget me
e Dangerous or N ot dangerous
f. Into drugs or law abiding
g Gangs or No gangs
h  D on’t m ess w ith them or They’re harmless
I Friendly or M ean
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Appendix C
Demographic Information 
Please answer the following questions. Do NOT put your nam e on this sheet.
1. Please put your birth date on the line provided:___ _____________ ____
2. W hat is your gender  M ale  Female
3. W hat ethnicity are you:
________European American (White)
________A frican American (Black)







W hat are your parent’s ethnicities? 
Mother:
 _______ European American (White)
________African American (Black)
________A sian American
  Native American/Eskimo
 __ _ _ _  Hispanic
________Other, specify_____________
_______ _ I don’t know
What is your religion?
   Catholic




European American (White) 
A frican American (Black) 
A sian American 






I do not belong to a religion 
I don’t know what religion I am
6 . What is the highest grade each o f  your parents went through in school? 
Mother: Father:
   less than high school ____
   high school graduate ____
 some college ____
 technical college ___ _
 college degree ___
 some graduate education_____________________
 m aster’s degree ____
 Ph.D., M.D., or J.D. ____
I don’t know
less than high school 




some graduate education 
m aster’s degree 
Ph.D., M.D., orJ.D .
I don’t know
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7. Please list ail the age (on the line provided) and gender (by circling either M  or F) 
o f  all your siblings (do not supply names).
1 .____________  M  F 4.  M  F
2  .____________  M  F 5. M  F
3. _ ___________  M F 6.  M  F
8. H ow  long have you lived in this community (i.e. the town or city in which you 
live)?
  Less than 6 months
_ _ _ _ _  Between 6 months and 1 year 
_ _ _ _ _  Between 1 and 2 years 
 M ore than 2 years
 I do not know how long I ’ve lived in this community
9. How long had you been at this school?
 Between 6 months and 1 year
_______Between 1 and 2 years
. M ore than 2 years
_ _ _ _ _  I do not know how long I ’ve been in this school
10. Have you ever repeated a grade?  Yes  No
11. W hat is typical o f  your grades f o r  the la s t s ch o o l y e a r  (5 th grade)?
  M ostly As
_____ Som e As and Some Bs 
 Some Bs and Some Cs
12. How often th is  s c h o o l y e a r  have you been sent to the principal’s office because you 
misbehaved?
 N ever  Four or Five Times
,_____ Once M ore Than Five
Times
 Two or Three Times
13. How often do you invite a friend over to your house?
   Several times a week
 A bout once a week
   A bout twice a month
14. Do you have a friend outside o f  the children at school? Y es  No
If  yes, how  close are you to this friend?
 Very close  Sort o f  close N ot very close
About once a month 
Never
Some Cs and Ds 
Some Ds and Fs
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Appendix D
Modified Parent-Child Conflict Tactic Scale
W H A T Y O U R  M O T H E R  AND F A T H E R  DID 
W H EN  Y O U  D ID N ’T BEH A VE R IG H T
Children often do things that are wrong, disobey, or make their parents angry. We 
would like to know what your m other and father did when you did something wrong or 
did som ething that made them upset or angry, or when they w ere angry for other 
reasons.
Please circle one of the following answer numbers to tell us who you were living with in 
the past year and who your answers will be about.
1. I w as living with both m y m other and father (or step m other and step father) and 
I w ill answer about them.
2. M y father or step father was not living at home, but there was another m an in 
the house, and I will answer about w hat he did when I did something wrong.
3. M y father or step father was not living at home and there was no other man at 
home. So I will skip the questions about what my father did.
4. M y m other or step m other w as not living at home, but there was another woman 
in the house, and I will answer about what she did w hen I did something wrong.
5. M y m other or step m other was not living at home and there was no other 
w om an at home. So I w ill skip the questions about w hat m y mother did.
On the next few pages is a list o f  things that your mother and father might have done. 
Please think about how often each o f  them  did these things in the past year and circle 
the answer num ber that comes closest to how  often they did each o f  these things. If  
they did not do it in the past year but have done it before that, circle the num ber 7.
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First answer some questions about your MOTHER, STEP MOTHER, OR OTHER
WOMAN LIVING AT HOME:
1. How often did your m other explain why something was wrong in the past year?
Never Once Twice 3-5 times 6-10 times 11-20 times 20 or more Not this year
happened this year this year this year this year this year times this year but did before
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2. How often did your m other put you in “time out” or send you to your room in the past
year.
Never Once Twice 3-5 times 6-10 times 11-20 times 20 or more Not this year
happened this year this year this year this year this year times this year but did before
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
3. How often did your m other shake you in the past year?
Never Once Twice 3-5 times 6-10 times 11 -20 times 20 or more Not this year
happened this year this year this year this year this year times this year but did before
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
4. How often did your m other hit you on the bottom with something like a belt, hairbrush,
stick, or some other hard object in the past year?
Never Once Twice 3-5 times 6-10 times 11-20 times 20 or more Not this year
happened this year this year this year this year this year times this year but did befon
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5. How often did your m other give you something else to do instead of what you were
doing wrong in the past year?
Never Once Twice 3-5 times 6-10 times 11 -20 times 20 or more Not this year
happened this year this year this year this year this year times this year but did befor
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
6. How often did your m other shout, yell, or scream at you in the past year?
Never Once Twice 3-5 times 6-10 times 11-20 times 20 or more Not this year
happened this year this year this year this year this year times this year but did befor
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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7. How often did you m other hit you with a fist or kick you hard?
Never Once Twice 3-5 times 6-10 times 11-20 times 20 or more Not this year
happened this year this year this year this year this year times this year but did before
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
8. How often did your m other spank you on the bottom with her hand in the past year?
Never Once Twice 3-5 times 6-10 times 11-20 times 20 or more Not this year
happened this year this year this year this year this year times this year but did before
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
9. How often did your m other curse or swear at you in the past year?
Never Once Twice 3-5 times 6-10 times 11-20 times 20 or more Not this year
happened this year this year this year this year this year times this year but did before
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
10. How often did your m other say she would send you away or kick you out of the house in 
the past year?
Never Once Twice 3-5 times 6-10 times 11 -20 times 20 or more Not this year
happened this year this year this year this year this year times this year but did befon
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11. How often did your m other threaten to spank or hit you but not actually do it in the past
year?
Never Once Twice 3-5 times 6-10 times 11-20 times 20 or more Not this year
happened this year this year this year this year this year times this year but did befor
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
12. How often did your m other hit you on some other part of the body besides the bottom with 
something like a belt, hairbrush, a stick or some other hard object?
Never Once Twice 3-5 times 6-10 times 11-20 times 20 or more Not this yeai
happened this year this year this year this year this year times this year but did befoi
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
13. How often did your mother slap you on the hand, arm, or leg in the past year?
Never Once Twice 3-5 times 6-10 times 11-20 times 20 or more Not this yeai
happened this year this year this year this year this year times this year but did be]
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
88
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
14. How often did your mother take away privileges or ground you in the past year?
Never Once Twice 3-5 times 6-10 times 11-20 times 20 or more Not this year
happened this year this year this year this year this year times this year but did before
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
15. How often did your m other pinch you in the past year?
Never Once Twice • 3-5 times 6-10 times 11-20 times 20 or more Not this year
happened this year this year this year this year this year times this year but did before
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
16. How often did your m other throw or knock you down in the past year?
Never Once Twice 3-5 times 6-10 times 11 -20 times 20 or more Not this year
happened this year this year this year this year this year times this year but did before
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
17. How often did your m other call you dumb or lazy or some other name like that in the past
year?
Never Once Twice 3-5 times 6-10 times 11-20 times 20 or more Not this year
happened this year this year this year this year this year times this year but did befon
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
18. How often did your m other slap you on the face or head or ears?
Never Once Twice 3-5 times 6-10 times 11-20 times 20 or more Not this year
happened this year this year this year this year this year times this year but did befor
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Next answer some questions about your FATHER, STEP FATHER, OR OTHER MAN
LIVING AT HOME:
1. How often did your fa th e r  explain why something was wrong in the past year?
Never Once Twice 3-5 times 6-10 times 11-20 times 20 or more Not this year
happened this year this year this year this year this year times this year but did before
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2. How often did your fa th e r  put you in “time out” or send you to your room in the past year?
Never Once Twice 3-5 times 6-10 times 11-20 times 20 or more Not this year
happened this year this year this, year this year this year times this year but did before
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
3. How often did your fa th e r  shake you in the past year?
Never Once Twice 3-5 times 6-10 times 11-20 times 20 or more Not this year
happened this year this year this year this year this year times this year but did before
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
4. How often did your fa th e r  hit you on the bottom with something like a belt, hairbrush, stick,
or some other hard object in the past year?
Never Once Twice 3-5 times 6-10 times 11-20 times 20 or more Not this year
happened this year this year this year this year this year times this year but did before
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5. How often did your fa th e r  give you something else to do instead of what you were doing
wrong in the past year?
Never Once Twice 3-5 times 6-10 times 11-20 times 20 or more Not this year
happened this year this year this year this year this year times this year but did before
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
6. How often did your fa th e r  shout, yell, or scream at you in the past year?
Never Once Twice 3-5 times 6-10 times 11-20 times 20 or more Not this year
happened this year this year this year this year this year times this year but did before
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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7. How often did you father hit you with a fist or kick you hard?
Never Once Twice 3-5 times 6-10 times 11-20 times 20 or more Not this year
happened this year this year this year this year this year times this year but did before
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
8. How often did your fa th e r  spank you on the bottom with his hand in the past year?
Never Once Twice 3-5 times 6-10 times 11-20 times 20 or more Not this year
happened this year this year this year this year this year times this year but did before
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
9. How often did your fa th e r  curse or swear at you in the past year?
Never Once Twice 3-5 times 6-10 times 11-20 times 20 or more Not this year
happened this year this year this year this year this year times this year but did before
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
10. How often did your fa th e r  say he would send you away or kick you out of the house in the 
past year?
Never Once Twice 3-5 times 6-10 times 11-20 times 20 or more Not this year
happened this year this year this year this year this year times this year but did before
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11. How often did y  cm  fa th e r  threaten to spank or hit you but not actually do it in the past 
year?
Never Once Twice 3-5 times 6-10 times 11-20 times 20 or more Not this year
happened this year this year this year this year this year times this year but did before
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
12. How often did your fa th e r  hit you on some other part of the body besides the bottom with 
something like a belt, hairbrush, a stick or some other hard object?
Never Once Twice 3-5 times 6-10 times 11-20 times 20 or more Not this year
happened this year this year this year this year this year times this year but did before
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
13. How often did your fa th e r  slap you on the hand, arm, or leg in the past year?
Never Once Twice 3-5 times 6-10 times 11-20 times 20 or more Not this year
happened this year this year this year this year this year times this year but did before
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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14. How often did your father take away privileges or ground you in the past year?
Never • Once Twice 3-5 times 6-10 times 11-20 times 20 or more
happened this year this year this year this year this year times this year
0 1 2 3 4 5 6
15. How often did your fa th e r  pinch you in the past year?
Never Once Twice 3-5 times 6-10 times 11-20 times 20 or more
happened this year this year this year this year this year times this year
0 1 2 3 4 5 6
16. How often did your fa th e r  throw or knock you down in the past year?
Never Once Twice 3-5 times 6-10 times 11-20 times 20 or more
happened this year this year this year this year this year times this year
0 1 2 3 4 5 6
17. How often did your fa th e r  call you dumb or lazy or some other name like that in the past 
year?
Never Once Twice 3-5 times 6-10 times 11-20 times 20 or more
happened this year this year this year this year this year times this year
0 1 2 3 4 5 6
18. How often did your fa th e r  slap you on the face or head or ears?
Never Once Twice 3-5 times 6-10 times 11-20 times 20 or more
happened this year this year this year this year this year times this year
0 1 2 3 4 5 6
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Not this year 
but did before
7
Not this year 
but did before
7
Not this year 
but did before
7
Not this year 
but did befor
7
Not this year 
but did befor
7
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Appendix E
Nowicki-Strickland Locus o f  Control Scale
Please circle either the Yes or the No to answer each question that follows.




















 Are you often blamed for things that just aren’t your fault?
Do you believe that if somebody studies hard enough he or 
subject?
Do you feel that most of the time it doesn’t pay to try hard 1 
turn out right anyway?
Do you fell that if things start out well in the morning that i 
good day no matter what you do?





 Do you believe that most kinds are just bom good at sports?
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18. Yes No Are most of the other kids your age stronger than you are?
19. Yes No Do you fell that one of the best ways to handle most problems is just not to
think about them?
20. Yes No Do you felt that you have a lot of choice in deciding who your friends are?
21. Yes No If you find a four leaf clover do you believe that it might bring you good luck?
22. Yes No Do you often feel that whether you do your homework has much to do with
what kind of grades you get?
23. Yes No Do you feel that when a kid your age decides to hit you, there’s little you can
do to stop him or her?
24. Yes No Have you ever had a good luck charm?
25. Yes No Do you believe that whether or not people like you depends on how you act?
26. Yes No Will your parents usually help you if you ask them to?
27. Yes No Have you felt that when people were mean to you it was usually for no reason
at all?
28. Yes No Most of the time, do you feel that you can change what might happen tomorrow
by what you do today?
29. Yes No Do you believe that when bad things are going to happen they just are going to
happen no matter what you try to do to stop them?
30. Yes No Do you think that kids can get their own way if they just keep trying?
31. Yes No Most of the time, do you find it useless to try to get your own way at home?
32. Yes No Do you feel that when good things happen they happen because of hard work?
33. Yes No Do you feel that when somebody your age wants to be your enemy there’s little
you can do to change matters?
34. Yes No Do you feel that it’s easy to get friends to do what you want them to?
35. Yes No Do you usually feel that you have little to say about what you get to eat at
home?
36. Yes No Do you feel that when someone doesn’t like you there’s little you can do about
it?
37. Yes No Do you usually feel that it’s almost useless to try in school because most other
children are just plain smarter than you are?
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38. Yes No Are you the kind of person who believes that planning ahead makes things turn
out better?
39. Yes No Most of the time do you feel that you have little to say about what your family
decides to do?
40. Yes No Do you think it is better to be smart than to be lucky?
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* GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS 
There are several different parts to this survey. Each part has its own instructions. Try your best, but don't 
spend too much time answering each question. Unless the instructions say otherwise, there is no single correct 
answer for these problems. Make your best guesses, and have fun!
PART 1: In this part, you will see a face. Look at it and then indicate the feelings in the face. You may select





anger 1 2 3 4 5
sadness 1 2 nO 4 5
happiness 1 2 3 4 5
disgust 1 2 3 4 5
fear 1 2 3 4 5
surprise 1 ■ 2 3 4 5
This is a  happy face, so you  w ould say "5" happiness. Now, rate the below  faces on 






anger 1 2 3 4
sadness 1 2 3 4
happiness 1 2 3 4
disgust 1 2 3 4
fear 1 2 3 4
surprise 1 2 3 4
anger 1 2 3 4
sadness 1 2 3 4
happiness 1 2 3 4
disgust 1 2 3 4
fear 1 2 . 3 4
surprise 1 2 3 4
anger 1 2 ■ 3 4
sadness 1 2 3 4
happiness 1 2 3 4
disgust 1 2 3 4
fear 1 2 3 4
surprise 1 2 3 4
anger 1 2 3 4
sadness 1 2 3 4
happiness 1 2 3 4
disgust 1 2 3 4
fear 1 2 3 4
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PART 2 ' .
In s t r u c t io n s  - I n 'th is  p a r t ,  y o u  w ill lo o k  a t  fo u r  designs. L ook a t  i t  a n d  th e n  in d ica te  th e  
fee lin g s  in  th e  p ic tu re .  Y ou  w ill  in d ic a te  th e  em otions in  eac h  d e s ig n  u s in g  th e  te rm s b e lo w . 
C irc le  th e  n u m b e r  b e tw e e n  1 a n d  5 fo r E A C H  em otion . (Try y o u r  b es t o n  th is  p a r t  U se 
y o u r  h u n ch es  a n d  m a k e  y o u r  b e s t guesses .)
D e fin ite ly  N O T  
P re s e n t
D efinitely
PRESENT
D e s ig n  1
a n g e r 1 2 3 4 5
sa d n e s s 1 2 3 4 5
h a p p in e s s 1 2 3 4 5
d is g u s t 1 2 3 ■ 4 5
fear 1 . 2 3 4 5
s u rp r is e 1 2 3 4 5
D e s ig n  2
a n g e r 1 2 3 4 5
sa d n e ss 1 2 3 4 5
h a p p in e s s 1 2 " 3 4 5
d is g u s t 1 2 . 3 .4 5
fear : 1 2 3 4 5
s u rp r is e 1 2 3 4 5
D es ig n  3 '
a n g e r 1 2 3 4 5
sad n ess 1 ■ 2 3 • 4 5
h a p p in e ss 1 2 3 4 5
d isg u s t 1 2 3 4 5
fear 1 2 3 4 5
su rp r ise 1 2 3 4 5
D esig n  4
an g e r 1 2 3 ' 4 5
sad n ess 1 2 3 4 D
h a p p in e ss 1 2 3 4 ■ 5
d isg u s t 1 2 3 4 5
fear 1 2 3 4 5
su rp rise 1 2 3 4 5
j f c
IT s y  h  o
>« -UsIiilSK i
I
s m » x  ~ i
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PA RT 3
In s truc tio ns  -  In  th is  section, you will read a brief story. After you read the story, you 
w ill indicate h o w  the  person 'in  the story is feeling.
You will indicate the emotions which are p resen t in each story. You m ay select any of 
the five boxes, fo r EACH emotion. EACH STORY LISTS DIFFERENT EMOTIONS.
1. This story comes fro m  a m iddle-aged man. It w as m y birthday a  few days ago .. I just got off the 
phone w ith a  g o o d  friend of m ine and  we got to talking about age, getting old and  our dream s. 
He m ade me feel good by rem inding me of all the positive stuff w hich has been going on in m y 
life and  how I actually  have been living some of m y dream s. A few years ago, things w ere m ore 
difficult and I w as going through m any changes in  m y life. So, I'm  ju s t th inking  about w hat he  
said, and realizing tha t I've w orked very h ard  to get w here I am  righ t nowr. A nd I like w here I • 
am, I like it a lot. Ind ica te  the emotions the person te llin g  the s to ry  was fe e lin g :
D efin ite ly  N O T  D efin ite ly
P re s e n t PRESEN T
en v io u s 1 2 3 4 5 In d ic a te
lively 1 2 3 4 5
ash am ed 1 2 3 4 5 a r a t in g
calm 1 2 3 4 5
accep ting 1 2 3 4. 5 f o r  e ve ry
energe tic 1 2 3 4 5
h a p p y 1 2 3 4 5 e m o tio n
2. T h is  s to ry  comes f r o m  an  11 ye a r o ld  g ir l .  I d o n ’t  feel like  p ra c tic in g  th e  v io lin . M y  d a d  
sa id  th a t I h av e  to , b u t  th e n  h e  asked  m e to  d o  so m e th in g  else. T h a t's  g ood , b eca u se  I 
h a te  to  practice. I 'll d o  th e  o th e r cho re  m y  d a d  a sk ed  m e to  d o  so  th a t I  can  d e la y  
practic ing . M y b ro th e r  p lay s  p ia n o  b u t m y  p a re n ts  d o n 't  m a k e  h im  p rac tice  lik e  I h a v e  to.
D efin ite ly  N O T
P resen t
D efin ite ly
PRESEN T
an g ry 1 2 3 4 5 In d ic a te
h a p p y I 2 3 4 5
fearfu l 1 2 3 4. 5 a r a t in g
su rp rise d 1 2 3 4 5
sad 1 2 3 4 5 f o r  eve ry
jea lo u s 1 2 3 4 5
ash am ed 1 2 3 4 5 e m o tio n
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PART 4
In s tru c tio n s  -  Som e em otions are m ore com plex than  others and  consist of two or m ore sim ple 
emotions. In th is Part, you will be asked to indicate which sim ple em otions form  a m ore 
com plex em otion. H ere is an example: Sadness m ost closely combines w hich  tw o em otions?
1 anger an d  surprise 3 d isappoin tm ent and acceptance
2 fear a n d  anger 4 rem orse an d  joy
The best answ er is 3 because sadness com es from a loss (disappointm ent) 
and  realizing it (acceptance).
For each com plex em otion/ select the SINGLE, best answ er from  the alternatives given.
1. O ptim ism  m ost closely com bines w hich tw o emotions? Circle O NE:
1 pleasure and  anticipation
2 acceptance and joy
3 surprise  and  joy
4 p leasure and  joy
2. Love m ost closely combines w hich tw o em otions? Circle O NE:
1 joy an d  anticipation
2 surprise  and anticipation
3 fear an d  joy
4 acceptance and joy
3. D isappointm ent m ost closely com bines w hich  two emotions? Circle O N E:
1 sadness and surprise
2 surprise  and  fear
3 anticipation and  sadness
4 anger and  fear '
4. Calmness m ost closely com bines w hich th ree emotions? Circle ONE:
1 relaxed, secure and  serene
2 pride, joy and  love
3 anticipation, acceptance and  satisfaction
4 tired, happy  and acceptance
5. Jealousy m ost closely combines w hich fou r emotions? Circle O N E:
1 resentm ent, anger, anticipation an d  pride
2 surprise, joy, frustration an d  p ride
3 hum iliation, anger, fear and  frustration
4 sadness, surprise, hum iliation an d  regret
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PARTS
In s tru c t io n s  -  Y ou  w ill see a  sto ry  a b o u t tw o  p eo p le . T hen, y o u  w ill b e  ask ed  to  in d ica te  
h o w  th e  tw o  p e o p le  w o u ld  feel. T ry  th is  exam p le : 
Jo h n  tells h is  f r ie n d  Bill th a t he  d o e sn 't  w a n t  to  b e  friends an y m o re  w ith  h im . In d ica te  
h o w  like ly  i t  w o u ld  b e  fo r John to  ex p erien ce  th e se  em otions:
E x trem ely  E x trem ely
■ U N LIK ELY  LIKELY
John may feel this way:
Jea lous o r m a d  to w a rd  Bill 1[ ] 2[ ] 3[ ] 4[ ] 5[x]
Ju s t th e  sa m e  as a lw ay s  1[ ] 2[x] 3[ ] 4[ ] 5[ ]
BilLmay feel this way:
F ru stra te d  to w a rd  Jo h n  1[ ] 2[ ] 3[ ] 4[x] 5[ ]
S u rp rise d  a b o u t  Jo h n  1[ ] 2[ ] 3[ ] 4[x] 5[ ]
N o w , you  d o  th e se  p rob lem s:
1. A dog is chasing sticks outside w hen he runs ou t in the street and  gets h it by a car. The driver 
stops when tire ow ner dashes over to check on th e  dog.
H aw  w ou ld  the ow ner o f  the dog feel? Rate E V E R Y  answ er by c irc lin g  a num ber.
asham ed about n o t being able to have better 
trained the dog 
angry a t them selves for their own carelessness 
relieved that the dog, and  no t they, w ere h it 
challenged to protect other dogs from  m ishaps 






























How w ould the driver of the car feel? Rate EVERY answer.
relief that it is only a dog 1 2 3 4 5
afraid of w hat the ow ner m ight th ink of him. or h e r  1 2 3 4 5
happy  that the car is old and  tha t the dam age
doesn't m ake too m uch of a difference 1 2 3 4 5
guilty for not being a m ore cautious driver 1 2 3 4 5
angry at the owner for allow ing the dog  to ru n  loose 1 2 3 4 5
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2. A 5-year-old ch ild  is playing a t the local park. W hen the paren t looks up  from her book, she 
notices several o lder children picking on her child. She runs over, adm onishes the other children 
and  leads her child  away. The paren t of one of the older children is looking on.
H o w  w o u ld  the p a re n t o f  the younge r c h ild  fee l?  Rate E V E R Y  answer by c irc lin g  a number.
Extremely Extremely
UNLIKELY LIKELY
em barrassed for h e r  self tha t her child d idn 't
handle th e  situation 1 2 3 4 5
w orried  about w h a t the other parents thinks of her 1 2 3 4 5
angry a t the older children 1 2 3 4 5
angry a t her ow n child for bothering her 1 2 3 4 5
em barrassed for h e r  child 1 2 3 4 5
H ow  w ould  the p aren t of th e  other child feel? Rate EVERY answer.
em barrassed tha t her child h ad  to be adm onished 1 2 3 4 5
w orried  that she can 't control he r child 1 2 3 4 5
afraid of the w ay her child behaves 1 2 3 4 5
pro u d  th a t her child is strong  and  m ore
independent than  the young  child 1 2 3 4 5
angry at the other paren t for yelling and  m aking
a fuss about ordinary  childhood behavior 1 2 3 4 5
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P A R T  6  ■
In s tru c tio n s  -Y o u  w ill read  about a situation involving another person or involving you. Your 
job  is to indicate h o w  effective or good each action listed for that story w ould be. For each action, 
circle the nu m b er w hich  show s how  bad or good the action is.
1. You w ere h an g in g  ou t talking with a bunch of people at school w hen one of your friends, n o t a 
b est friend, in su lted  you  in  front of everyone else. It was a real put-dow n and  there w as no 
w arn in g  tha t y o u r friend  w as upset w ith you. W hat do you do?
Bad Thing to Do Good Thing to Do
O r Extremely or Extremely
Ineffective Effective
1 2 3 4 5
H e /sh e  m ade m e very ang ry  and really em barrassed. It would be best to say to h im /h e r  how  
upse t I was.
C irc le  one: 1 2 3 4 5
H ey, this stuff d o esn 't bo ther me. It's ju st n o t w orth  it. I'd  go and play a gam e or something.
C irc le  one: 1 2 3 4 5
T hat w ou ld  be too m uch  for me. I 'd  probably ju s t insu lt h im /h er back, or say to h im /h e r  that 
h e /  she w as being a real jerk.
C irc le  one: 1 2 3 4 5
M y friend m ust be u p se t a t som ething that either I did, or happened to them. I 'd  probably 
ignore the ou tburst r ig h t n o w  and talk to m y friend later.
C irc le  one: 1 2 3 4 5
2. You studied  for a long  tim e before the test. You studied on your own, bu t you also studied  
w ith  a group of friends. You spen t a w hole lo t of your time helping one friend in particular. The 
teacher ju s t posted th e  grades for the test. You look dow n the list and find tha t the friend you 
spen t so m uch tim e h e lp in g  got an A, one of the h ighest grades. Your grade w as B-, in the  
bottom  half of the class.
Bad Thing to Do Good Thing to Do
O r Extremely or Extremely
Ineffective Effective
1 2 3 4 5
That's the way things go a t times. There isn 't m uch to do, the test is over, so I w ould  ju s t forget 
about it and  maybe call a friend  or w atch TV.
C irc le  one: 1 2 3 4 5
I w ould  be m ad at m yself for no t doing better on the test but happy for m y friend.
C irc le  one: 1 2 3 4 5
I w ould  be upset, and  a little jealous. I 'd  th ink  abou t w hy I d idn 't do as well as I though t I 
w ould  and  maybe talk  to  m y teacher about it.
C irc le  one: 1 2 3 4 5
This is really unfair. M y friend  could have cheated, and  if they d id n 't they cheated m e by 
m aking m e spend tim e w ith  them  w hen  I shou ld  have been studying myself.
C irc le  one: 1 2 3 4 5
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3, There is going to  be a p a rty  in a few weeks, and  a lo t of kids have been invited. It will be a real 
b last and  you a re  looking forw ard to going. You call a friend to ask if they w ant to get a xide 
w ith  you to the p a r ty . Your friend doesn 't say anyth ing  for a few seconds, and then blurts out 
th a t they a ren 't g o in g  to the party. W hen you ask w hy, they say because they w eren 't invited. 
W hat do you do?
Bad Thing to Do Good Thing to Do
O r Extremely or Extremely
Ineffective ■ Effective
1 2 3 4 5
This is a really to u g h  situation, but it's  an  honest m istake so it's  best for me not to interfere in 
this problem. I w o u ld  ju s t n o t say m uch and  then change the subject to som ething else.
C irc le  one: 1 2 3 4 5
This stuff h appens all the  time. It isn 't m y  problem . 1 w ould see if they just w anted to hang  out 
or have some fun.
C irc le  one: 1 2 3 4 5
This is em barrassing for me, so I 'd  apologize right away.
C irc le  one: 1 2 3 4 5
I ju st h u rt their feelings and  d id  a dum b thing. I 'd  get them  to talk about how  they feel, and  say 
I w as sorry.
C irc le  one: 1 2 3 4 5
1 0 3
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Appendix G
Parental Strictness/Supervision Scale
Place an “X” by the answer that best describes your father [stepfather, male guardian].
In  a ty p ic a l week, w hat is the latest you can stay out on SCHOOL N IG H TS  (M onday  -  
Thursday)?
 N ot Allowed O ut_______________________ _____10:00  - 10:59
 Before 8:00  _____11:00 or Later
 8:00 -  8:59  _____As Late As I  Want
__ 9 :0 0 -9 :5 9
In  a ty p ica l week, w hat is the latest you can stay out on F R ID A Y  OR SA TURD A Y N IG H T ?
_ _  N ot Allowed Out _ _  11:00 -1 1 :5 9
_  Before 9:00 _  1 2 :00 -12 :59
_ _  9:00 -  9:59 _  1:00  - 1:59
_ _  10:00 -1 0 :5 9  _  As Late As I  Want
M y parents know exactly where I am most afternoons after school.  Yes  No
How much do your parents try to know . ..
W here you go at night? __D on’t T ry ____T ry  a L ittle__T ry  a L o t
What you do w ith your free time? __D on’t  T ry ____T ry  a L ittle__T ry  a L o t
W here you are most afternoons after school?  D on’t T ry ___T ry  a L ittle__T ry  a L o t
How much do your parents REALLY know . . .
Where you go at night?  D on’t K n o w ___K now  a L i t t l e __ K now  a L o t
What you do with your free time?  D on’t K n o w ___K now  a L i t t l e __ K now  a L ot
Where you are m ost afternoons after schoo l?__D on’t K n o w ___ K now  a L i t t l e ___K now  a L ot
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Appendix H
Parental W armth and Involvement Scale
What do you think is usually true or usually false about your father [stepfather, male 
guardian]?
Place an “X” by the answer that best describes your father [stepfather, male guardian],
I can count on him to help me out, i f  I have some kind o f problem.
 U sually T ru e_________________U sually False
He keeps pushing me to do m y best in whatever I do.
 U sually T ru e_________________Usually False
He keeps pushing me to think independently.
 U sually  T ru e  __Usually False
He helps m e with my schoolwork i f  there is something I don’t understand.
 U sually T ru e_________________Usually False
When he wants m e to do something, he explains why.
 U sually T ru e  __Usually False
What do you think is usually true or usually false about your mother [stepmother, female 
guardian]?
Place an “X” by the answer that best describes your mother [stepmother, female guardian], 
I can count on her to help me out, i f  I have some kind o f  problem.
 U sually  T ru e  __Usually False
She keeps pushing me to do my best in whatever I do.
 U sually T ru e  __Usually False
She keeps pushing m e to think independently.
 U sually  T ru e  __Usually False
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She helps m e w ith m y schoolwork if  there is something I don’t understand.
 U sually  T ru e  __Usually False
W hen she w ants m e to do something, she explains why.
 U sually  T ru e  __Usually False
Place an “X” by the answer that best describes your parents.
When you get a poor grade in school, how often do your parents or guardians 
encourage you to try harder?
 N ever __Som etim es____________ __U sually
When you get a good grade in school, how often do your parents or guardians praise
you?
 N ever __Som etim es __U sually
How much do your parents really know who your friends are?
 D on’t ’ K now   K now  A  L ittle  __K now  A L o t
H o w  often do  these  th in g s  happen  in  y o u r  fa m ily ?
My parents spend time just talking with me?
A Few  T im es a W eek A  Few Times a M onth   A lm ost Never
My family does something fun together?
A Few  T im es a  W eek A  Few  Times a M onth  A lm ost N ever
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Appendix I
Sentence Completion Task 
Below are the beginnings o f sentences and I would like you to write the end 
o f the sentence. Please write the first ending that comes to your mind.
1. When I see other guys or girls talking in a group without me, they are usually talking about
2. When I am the last one to sit down at a lunch table with other kids, they usually
3. If a group of kids were going to have a party, but they could invite only a small 
number of other kids, they would probably
4. If my best friend doesn’t call me for a while it’s because
5. If another kid disses me, it’s because
6. Other kids laugh at me because
7. When another kid starts a fight with me,
8. The reason that kids my age are sometimes mean is that
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9. When I see a police car following me slowly down the street, it usually means
10. School principals are
11. My parents sometimes treat me like a child because
12. Teachers at my school watch me extra closely because
13. My mother
14. My father
15. The problem with my life is that
16. When life is good to me, it’s because
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Appendix J
Sociometry for Children
The following is a list o f the students in your class. Based on this list, please fill in the blanks 
below. Y ou do not have to fill in a name if  you do not want to.
1. M y best friend is __________________________________      .
2. M y second best friend is  _______________  .
3. M y third best friend is  ________________________________     •
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Three students w ho like to bully others are:
1. ______
2. ___________________________________
3. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Three students who are shy around others are:
1. .____________________
2. ______________________________ _ _
3.  _______________________   _
Three students who often seek help from others are:
1.  ________
2. .   __
3 .  ____________________________________ ___
Three students who are bullied by others are:
1.     _
2.       _
3.  __________________________________
Three students who like to offer help to others are:
1. _ _ _ _    _
2 .    ___
3.   _________ __________
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Appendix K
Socioraetry for Teachers
The following is a list o f the students in your class. Based on this list, 
please com plete the following questions. You do not have to fill in three 
names i f  you do not want to.
Three students who are cooperative with others are:
1 .  •_________________________
2 .
3.




Three students w ho like to bully others are:
1.   . .
2.
3.  
Three students who shy around others are:
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Three students who often seek help from others are:
1.
2. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
3.____________ _____ ________________________
Three students who are bullied by others are:
1.   _ _  __
2.   _
3.  _______________________ ___
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Please p rin t
A p p en d ix  L
Y o u t h  Se l f -R e p o r t  f o r A g e s  1 1 -1 8 For office use only ID #
MOUR First
F U O s v  ■ 
n a m e \ .
Middle Last
. . i f f
YOUR GENtfER
\
□  Boy □  Girl X
YOUR AGE YOUR ETHNIC GROUP 




X v -  -
Yr.





NOT ATJP^DING  
SCbWsC □
BARENTS’ USUAL TYPE OF WORK, even If not working now. (Please 
' be specific — for example, auto mechanic, high school teacher, homemaker, 
laborer, lathe operator, shoe salesman, army sergeant.)
FATHER'S
TYPE OF WORK ____________________________________________ __
MOTHER'S
TYPE OF W O R K _______________________________ ' ____
l |^ O U  ARE WORDING, PLEASE STATE YOUR 
■TYPE OF WORK:
Please fill out this form to reflect your views, even if other 
people might not agree. Feel free to print additional 
comments beside each item and in the spaces provided on 
pages 2 and 4. Be sure to answ er all item s.
I. Please list the sports you most like 
to take part in. For example: swimming, 
baseball, skating, skate boarding, bike
Compared to others of your age, 
about how much time do you 
spend in each?
Compared to others of your age, 
how weli do you do each one?





















b. □ 0 □ ■ 0 0 0
c. 0 0 0 □ 0 0
II. Piease list your favorite hobbies,
activities, and games, other than sports. 
For example: cards, books, piano, cars, 
computers, crafts, etc. (Do not include 
listening to radio or watching TV.)
0  None 
a.
Compared to others of your age, 





0  0  0
Compared to others of your age, 
how well do you do each one?
Below Above 
Average Average Average
0  0  0 .
b. □ . 0 0 □ 0 . 0
c. □ 0 0 0 □ 0
III. Please list any organizations, clubs, teams, 
or groups you belong to.
Compared to others of your age, 
how active are you in each? ,










b. □ □ □ .
c. 0 0 □
IV. Please list any jobs or chores you have. 
For example: paper route, babysitting, making 
bed, working in store, etc. (Include both paid 
and unpaid jobs and chores,)
■ 0 None 
a ._________________________
Compared to others of your age, 










□ efeaas. Then see other sid
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ASEBA, University of Vermont
1 South Prospect St., Burlington,. VT 05401-3456 1 13
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Please p r in t  Be sure to answer all item s.
V. 1. About how many close friends do you have? (Do not include brothers & sisters)
□  None □  1 O 2 or 3 0 4 or more
2. About how many times a week do you do things with any friends outside of regular school hours?
(Do not include brothers & sisters) 0  Less than 1 0 1  or 2 0  3 or more
VI. Compared to others of your age, how well do you:
Worse Average Better
a. Get along with your brothers & sisters? □ □ 0 0  I have no brothers or sisters
b. Get along with other kids? □ □ □
c. Get along with your parents? □ □ □
d. Do things by yourself? □ □ □






ness. Do no t in­
clude gym, shop, 
driver's ed., or 
other nonacademic 
subjects.
Check a box for each subject that you take Failing
a. English or Language Arts
b. History or Social Studies






□ □ □ □
0 □ 0 □
□ 0 □ □
□ □ □ □  .
□ □ □ □
□ □ □ □
0 □ □ □
Do you have any illness, disability, or handicap? 0 No 0 Yes—please describe:
Please describe any concerns or problems you have about school:
Piease describe any other concerns you have:
Please describe the best things about youself:
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Please p r in t Be sure to answer a ll items.
Below is a list of items that describe kids. For each item that describes you now  or within the past 6 months, please circle tb 
2  if the item is very true o r often true  of you. Circle the 1 if the item is somewhat or sometimes true of you. if the item is not tru 
of you, circle the 0.
0 = Not True 1 = Somewhat or Sometimes True 2 = Very True or Often True
0 1 2 1. I act too young for my age 0 1 2







0 1 2 3. I argue a lot 0 1 2
0 1 2 4, I fail to finish things that I start
0 1 2
0 1 2 5. There is very little that I enjoy 0 1 2
0 1 2 6. I like animals 0 1 2
0 1 2 7. I brag
0 1 2 8. I have trouble concentrating or paying attention
0 1 2 9. I can’t get my mind off certain thoughts;
(describe): 0 1 2
Q 1 2
0 1 2 10. I have trouble sitting still 0 1 2
0 1 2 11. I’m too dependent on adults 0 1 2
0 1 2 12. I feel lonely 0 1 2
0 1 2 13. I fee! confused or in a fog 0 1 2
0 ' 1 2 14. I cry a lot
0 1 2 15. I am pretty honest
0 1 2 16. I am mean to others
0 1 2
0 1 2 17. I daydream a lot 0 1 2
0 1 2 18. I deliberately try to hurt or kill myself
0 2
0 1 2 19. I try to get a lot of attention 0 1 2
0 1 2 20. I destroy my own things
0 2
0 1 2 21. I destroy things belonging to others 0 1 2
0 1 2 22. I disobey my parents
0 1 2
0 1 2 23 I disobey at school 0 1 2
0 1 2 24. I don't eat as well as I should
0 1 2
0 1 2 25 I don't get along with other kids
0 1 2 26 I don't feel guilty after doing something
I shouldn’t 0 1 2
0 1 2 27. I am jealous of others 0 1 2
0 1 2 28. I break rules at home, school, or elsewhere 0 1 2
0 1 2 29 I am afraid of certain animals, situations, or 0 2
places, other than school (describe):
0 1 2
0 1 2 30 I am afraid of going to school 0 1 2
0 1 2
0 1 ' 2 31 I am afraid I might think or do something bad 0 1 2
0 1 2 32 I feel that I have to be perfect
33. I feel that no one loves me
34. I feel that others are out to get ms
35. I feel worthless or inferior
36. ! accidentally get hurt a lot
37. i get in many fights
38. I get teased a lot
39.
40.
I hang around with kids who get in trouble 
I hear sounds or voices that other people 
think aren't there (describe):__________
41. I act without stopping to think
42. I would rather be alone than with others
43. I lie or cheat
44. I bite my fingernails
45. I am nervous or tense
46. P.arts of my body twitch or make nervous 
movements (describe):______________
47. I have nightmares
48. i am not liked by other kids
49. i can do certain things better than most kids
50. I am too fearful or anxious
51. I feel dizzy or lightheaded
52. I fee! too guilty
53. I eat too much
54. I feel overtired without good reason
55. I am overweight
56. Physical problems without known medical 
cause:
a. Aches or pains (not stomach or headaches]
b. Headaches
c. Nausea, fee! sick
d. Problems with eyes (not if corrected by glasse 
(describe): _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
e. Rashes or other skin problems
f. Stomachaches
g. Vomiting, throwing up
h. Other (describe):  __________ _
l W 3 I h en  see o th e r si
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Please print. Be sure to answer all items.
0 = Not True 1 = Somewhat or Sometimes True 2 = Very True or Often True
0 1 2 57. I physically attack people 0 1 2 84. I do things other people think are strange
0 1 2 58. I pick my skin or other parts of my body (describe):
(describe!:
0 1 2 85. 1 have thoughts that other people would think
are stranae (describe):
0 1 2 59. I can be pretty friendly
0 1 2 60. I like to try new things
0 1 2 86. 1 am stubborn
0 1 2 61. My school work is poor 0 1 2 87. My moods or feelings change suddenly
0 1 2 62. I am poorly coordinated or clumsy
0 1 2 88. 1 enjoy being with people
0 1 2 63. I would rather be with older kids than kids mv 0 1 2 89. 1 am suspicious
own age
0 1 2 64. I would rather be.with younger kids than kids' 0 1 2 90. I swear or use dirty language
my own age 0 1 2 91. 1 think about killing myself
0 1 2 65. I refuse to talk 0 1 2 92. 1 like to make others laugh
0 1 2 66. I repeat certain acts over and over (describe): 0 1 2 93. 1 talk too much
0 1 2 94. 1 tease others a lot
0 1 2 95. 1 have a hot temper
0 1 2 67. I run away from home .
n •t RS 1 crractn n Inf 0 1 2 96. 1 think about sex too muchu 1 £.
0 1 2 97. 1 threaten to hurt people
0 1 2 69. 1 am secretive or keep.things to myself
0 1 2 70. 1 see things that other people think aren’t 0 1 2 98. 1 like to help others
there (describe): 0 1 2 99. 1 smoke, chew, or sniff tobacco
0 1 2 100. I have trouble sleepina (describe):
0 1 2 71. 1 am self-conscious or easily embarrassed
0 •1 2 72. 1 set fires 0 1 2 101. 1 cut classes or skip school
0. 1 2 73. 1 can work well with my hands 0 1 2 102. 1 don’t have much energy
0 i 2 74. 1 show off or clown 0 1 2 103. 1 am unhappy, sad, or depressed
0 1 2 75. 1 am too shy or timid 0 1 2 104. 1 am louder than other kids
0 1 2 76. 1 sleep less than most kids 0 1 2 105 1 use drugs for nonmedical purposes (don’t
0 1 2 77 1 sleep more than most kids during day and/or include alcohol or tobacco) (describe):
niaht (describe):
0 1 2 78. 1 am inattentive or easily distracted
0 1 2 106 1 like to be fair to others
0 1 2 79 1 have a speech problem (describe): 0 1 2 107 1 enjoy a good joke
0 1 2 80. 1 stand up for my rights 0 1 2 108 i like to take life easy
0 1 2 109 1 try to help other people when 1 can
0 1 2 81. 1 steal at home
0 1 2 82. 1 steal from places other than home 0 1 2 110 1 wish 1 were of the opposite sex
0 1 2 111 1 keep from getting involved with others
0 1 2 83. 1 store up too many things 1 don’t need
(describe): 0 1 2 112 1 worry a lot
Please write down anything else that describes your feelings, behavior, or interests:
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Appendix M
P rinc ip a ls  Name Date
Address
Address
Dear M r(s ) ._____________
My name is Donna Perkins and I am a doctoral student in developmental psychology at 
the University of New Hampshire Psychology Department. I am currently working on my 
dissertation, in which I will be looking at such issues as emotional intelligence, peer 
relationships, and depression and aggression in young adolescents. I am excited about this 
research and believe that it will provide information relevant for the reduction of school 
violence as outlined in the New Hampshire Department of Education Best Schools Initiative.
I am writing to you because I would like to recruit participants for my project from 6th 
grades in your school district. Participants will simply be asked to fill out some questionnaires, 
which I will be happy to show you in advance. The time needed for students to complete the 
forms would be about 2 hours (in 2 one-hour sessions); for teachers the time commitment 
would be about 15 minutes. It should be noted that all of the questionnaires have been 
reviewed and approved by the UNH Institutional Review Board (IRB) for the protection of 
human subjects.
Unfortunately, funding.for this study is limited. However, in an attempt to provide 
compensation for participant’s time, I will be drawing a lottery in which one participant will 
win a $250.00 savings bond. I will also give a small gift to each classroom as a token of my 
appreciation for their participation. In addition, I would be happy to present the results to the 
school administration and/or faculty, if you would like.
I would be happy to meet with you to answer any questions you may have and will call 
in a week to further talk with you about this. In the meantime, please feel free to call me or my 
dissertation supervisor, Dr. Carolyn Mebert, with any questions you may have. During the day, 
I may be reached at my office at (603) 862-1619 or by email at donna@cisiinix.unh.edu; Dr. 
Mebert can be reached at (603) 862-3651 or cim@cisunix.unh.edu. Should you have any 
questions regarding the IRB review of this study or the rights of research participants, you may 
also contact the University of New Hampshire, Office of Sponsored Research at (603) 862- 
2003, or by email at iulie.simpson@unh.edu. or by writing to UNH Office of Sponsored 
Research, Service Building, 51 College Road, Durham, NH 03824-3585.
Thank you for your time in this matter and I look forward to speaking with you in the 
future. Any help your school can give me will be greatly appreciated.
Donna M. Perkins
Doctoral Student 
University of New Hampshire 
Psychology Department
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Appendix N
Passive Consent Form
U n ive rs ity  o f  New H a m p s h ire ’s In te rn a l Review B o ard  has approved th is le tte r f o r  parental 
n o tif ic a tio n  o f  th is  p ro je c t.
(date at least tw o weeks before the survey)
Dear Parent:
(nam e o f  school p a rtic ip a tin g ) will be participating in a research project from the 
U niversity o f  N ew H am pshire for 6th graders on (date o f su rvey). This survey 
examines the m any concerns and challenges youth face as part o f  growing up. Issues 
such as interactions w ith peers, parent/teen relationships, and emotions are explored. 
This inform ation m ay be helpful in understanding children who may behave 
aggressively or who m ay have depressive symptoms. It m ay also be helpful in 
understanding peers relationships and the role emotional knowledge may play. The 
results o f  this survey w ill be available to your school and m ay be published in scholarly 
journals in  order to enhance the understanding o f youth behaviors.
The U niversity o f  N ew  Hampshire Institutional Review Board has approved all surveys 
being used for this project. I f  you have any concerns or questions regarding this 
research project, you m ay contact the University o f  New Hampshire Institutional 
Review B oard for the Protection o f  Human Subjects in Research in the Office o f 
Sponsored Research at (603) 862-2003, by email at iulie.simpson@ unh.edu, or by 
writing to U NH , O ffice o f  Sponsored Research, Service Building, 51 College Road, 
Durham, N H  03824-3585. You m ay also contact the project director, Donna Perkins, at 
(603) 862-1619 or b y  email at donna@ cisunix.unh.edu.
The survey will be carefully administered so that no names will be collected and 
student anonym ity is protected. No one in the school will see individual student 
responses. N ew  H am pshire law mandates, however, disclosure o f  certain information 
to law enforcem ent officials regardless o f  any confidentiality relationship. Therefore, 
some inform ation m ay not be kept confidential. For your information, I have attached a 
copy o f  the guidelines for inform ation individuals in New Hampshire are legally 
required to report.
Because some questionnaires are frank and comprehensive, some parents may wish to 
inspect the questionnaire before (date  o f survey). All the material will be available 
during the day in the (specify w hich office) school office. Evening hours to view the 
survey will be held on (date , tim e, an d  w hereabouts o f th e  survey). The participation 
o f your child w ill be greatly appreciated. However, participation in the survey is 
optional. I f  you prefer that your son or daughter not take the survey, please return the 
attached form indicating your w ish not to have your child participate prior to (date a 
few days e a r lie r  th a n  th e  su rvey). Those taking the survey w ill be given the option to 
skip any question he or she prefers not to answer. Your child will also have the 
opportunity to decide not to participate on the day the survey is conducted. 
Accommodations w ill be made for all youth who do not take the survey.
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Sincerely,
Donna M . Perkins (p rin c ip a l’s nam e)
University o f  New Ham pshire (p rincipal’s full title)
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Appendix O
Fill in you child’s name, sign, date, and return this form to your child’s classroom 
ONLY IF you DO NOT wish for your child to participate in this research project.
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Appendix P 
ASSENT FORM
Sometimes kids act certain ways because o f  their parents or friends. I am going to ask 
you to answ er some questions about your parents, the kids in your class, and about you. 
I will ask you some questions about feelings, too. Some questions might be a little hard 
so you m ay have to think a little before answering them. You do not have to answer any 
o f these questions if  you do not want to. I f  you have already started answering some 
questions but then you want to stop, that is fine; you can stop and go back to your 
schoolwork.
I will do m y best to keep things you tell me private. That m eans that your teacher or 
classmates or parents w on’t know what answers you give to the questions. But, there 
are some things that I may not be able to keep a secret. For example, i f  I think you 
may hurt yourself, someone else, or that someone else m ay hurt you, I m ay have to talk 
with your teacher or counselor about this. I f  you have any questions at all, you can talk 
to me, D onna Perkins. I will be at your school and can answ er any questions you might 
have.
Please sign on the first line if  you would like to answer questions for me OR sign on the 
second line if  you would not like to answer questions for me.
I , _____________________________AGREE to answer questions.
I ,________________________________ REFUSE/DO NOT AGREE to answer some
questions.
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T T  T  U  -B ----- jp
U n iv e rs ity  o f  N ew  H a m p s h ir e
Office o f S p o n so re d  R e s e a rc h  
Service B uilding  
51 C ollege Road
Durham , N ew  H am pshire 03824-3585 
(603) 862-3564 FAX
LAST NAM E P erkins F IR S T  NA M E D onna
DEPT P sycho logy Department, Conant H all
APPR O V A L  
E X P IR . DATE
10/16/2003
OFF-CAM PUS 4 S tokes S treet I R B # 2803
ADDRESS Sanford, M E  04073
(if applicable) R E V IE W  LEVEL  
D A TE OF NOTICE
FU LL
10/24/2002
P R O JE C T  E ffect o f  Parenting Emotional Intelligence, H ostile Attributional Bias, and Peer Status on Problem  Behavior
TITLE
The Institutional Review  B oard  (IRB) for the Protection o f H um an Subjects in Research review ed and approved the protocol for 
your project.
A pproval for this protocol ex p ire s  on the date indicated above . A t the end of the approval period you will be asked to submit a 
project report with regard to the involvem ent o f human subjects. If  your project is still active, you may apply fo r extension of IRB 
approval through this office.
The protection of human subjects in your study is an ongoing process for which you hold  prim ary responsibility. In receiving IRB 
approval for your protocol, you agiee to conduct the pro jec t in  accordance with the ethical principles and guidelines for the 
protection of human subjects in research, as described in the following three reports: B elm ont Report; T itle 45 , Code o f Federal 
Regulations, Part 46; and U N H ’s Federahvide Assurance o f Protection of Human Subjects. The full text of these docum ents is 
available on the Office o f Sponsored Research (OSR) w ebsite at httn://www.unh.edu/osr/com pliance/Regulatorv CompIiance.html 
and by request from OSR.
C hanges in your protocol m ust be subm itted to the IRB for rev iew  and approval prior to their im plem entation; you must 
receive written, unconditional approval from the IRB before implementing them . I f  you experience any unusual or 
unanticipated results w ith regard to the participation o f hum an subjects, report such events to this office within one 
working day o f occurrence. If  you have questions or concerns about your project or this approval, please feel free to contact our 
office at 862-2003.
Please refer to the IRB # above in all correspondence related to this project. The IRB wishes you success with your research.
For the IRB,
■ ( r .
A  f I I r,




' .Regulatory Compliance M anager
cc: File
Carolyn Mebert, Psychology ORIG. A PP 'L : 10/16/2002
Micheline Hagan
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